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In treating of the Domesday Hundred of Conodavre I must take 
one exception to the letter of the Record. Two Manors^ Cantelop 
and Lege, held by Normannus under Earl Roger^ are mentioned 
consecutively^ and both are apparently assigned to Conodovre Hun- 
dred} As regards Cantlop there can be no doubt that this arrange- 
ment was correct; but it is probable that the Domesday Scribe 
omitted to give in the margin the proper Hundred of Lege, I have 
pointed out under Albrighton that the ordinary succession to Nor- 
mannus Venator was in the family of Kchford.^ This consideration 
suggests that Norman^s Manor of Lege was the Manor now known 
B& Lee-Brockhurst. Lee-Brockhurst certainly descended to the 
Pichfords^ and unless it be identical with the Lege held by Nor- 
mannus^ it has no Domesday representative at all. When I come 
to Lee-Brockhurst I shall strengthen my argument by showing 
that Norman Venator's interest in that quarter is established by 
evidence independent of Domesday. At preset it is sufl5cient to 
have determined that his Manor of Lege must not be looked for in 
Condover Hundred. With this exception^ the annexed Table ad- 
heres to the letter of Domesday. One or two questions of identity 
I leave to be discussed under the Manors themselves. 

When the Hundreds of Shropshire were re-arranged in the time 
of Henry I^ that of Conodovre remained intact^ except that one 
Manpr^ Batlinghope^ and with it perhaps Overs^ were annexed to 
Purslow Hundred. Thus things continued till nearly the close of 
the twelfth century. Further changes took place both then and in 
the thirteenth century; and all changes^ of whatever date^ have 
been in the way of diminution. The general result is that the 
modem Hundred of Condover contains nothing which was not con- 
tained in the Domesday Hundred^ but^ at the same time^ it is 

1 Dotnetday, fo. 259, a, 1. | ^ Supra, Vol. II, pp. 149, 150. 
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Domesday 

Name. 


Actune 

detune 

Belleurdine . . . 
Beritune 

Betune 

Begestan 

Burtune 

Brantimo .... 
Brantune .... 

Brame 

Beldewes 

Oantelop 

Conendovro . . . 

Cotardicote . . . 

Cuneet 

Gristeaache . . . 
Etune 

Edbaldinesham 


Eiminatre . . . . 


Frodeslege. . . . 
Goldene 

Harlege 

Avochelie 

Manor unnamed 

Chenelie 

Languelcge . . . 
Bofcewde 

Etone 

Lege 

Litlega 

Netelie 

Nortune 

Hach 

Ovre 

Picefordo 


Saxon Owner 

or Ownen, 

T.B.B. 


Godrio. 
Gheri . . 
Elmund 
Thoret . 


C Epiaoopus *> 
( de Geatre . . j 
rEdric, de 
j Epiaoopo de 
(. Hiereford. 
C EooleaiaScti ") 

X Petri i 

Emui et Elmer 

Seauard 

C Turstin et ^ 
( Auatin. . . . > 
C EpiacopoB *) 
( de Ceatre . . j 
Edric 


Bex Edwardus 

Hmmic 

Morcar Cornea 

Edric 

Toret 


Eddid 


EduinuB 

Cbmea 

(9 hidea). 

Aluric 
Jl hide) . . 
Siwardua . . 
Suen 

Edric, 

Ulmar, 

Elmund 

and Edric 
Elric 


Edric 

Suain 

Auti 

C Ecclesia Sti ^ 
( Ceddie . . . . j 

Eldred 

Auti 

Elmar 

Uluric 

Ernuit 

Scwordus .... 
r Edric, ^ 

\ Leuric and > 
ic . . . . } 


(. Uluric 


Domeidaj 
Tenant in CafiU. 


Bogeriua Comes . . 
Bogeriua Comes . . 
Bogeriua Comes . . 
Bogeriua Cornea . . 

Epiacopus de Cestre 
'Bogeriua Cornea . . 

Bogeriua Comes . . 

Bogeriua Comes . . 
Bogeriua Comea . . 

Bogeriua Comea . . 

EpiacopuB de Cestre 
Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogeriua Comes . . 

Bogerius Comea . . 
Bogeriua Comea . . 
Bogerius Comea . . 
Bogeriua Comea . . 
YBadulfuade ] 
\ Mortemer ) 


Bogeriua Comea . . 


Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comea . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogeriua Comea . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes? . . 

Bogeriua Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

B(^rius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 

Bogerius Comes . . 


Bogeriua Comes . . 


Domesday 
Mesne, or next Tenant. 


Bogerius filius Corbet . . 
Bauialdus Yioecomea . . 

Helgot 

BainalduB Yiceoomes . . 


WUlielmus Pantulf . 


Ecdeeia SctL Petri , 


Picot 

Bobertus filius Corbet 


Bainaldua (of part). 


Normannua 

C Bogeriua Y enator, 
j Osbemua, 

(.Eluuardus 

Avenel 

Bainaldua Yicecomes 
Bannulfua Peyerel . . 
Bainaldua Yioecomea 


} 


Ecclesia Saneti Petri 


Siwordus 

Bainaldua Yicecomea 


Helgot 


Teodulfiis 

Seta. Milbursa 

Bainaldua Yicecomes .... 

Toret 

Auti 


Domesday 
Bab-Tenant. 


Bogeriua 
Odo . . . 


Azo 


Fulcher 


FiliuB Alurici 
Odo 


Ecdeaia Sti. Cedds 


C Bainaldua Yicecomes, *) 
( Bogerius Yenator .... 3 
Auti 


Turoldus... 
Azo 


Willielmus Pantulf. . . 
Bobertus filius Corbet. 
Sewardua 


Turoldus 
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Dometdftj FeatniM. 


iilra 


Ccclesia et PreBbyter 


3ilys. Molinum. 


Molinum 

r X. BerewichsD 

Presbyter 
I, Molinum .... 


} 


2 Molina. Silra . 
Piscaria. Silva 
Molinum .... 


Silva 


SUya. Mansura in Ciyitate .... 


Silva. 3 HaiiB 


Molinum. Silya 


Silva 
Siiva 


Silva. 8 HaiflB. Molinum 
Silva 


Silva 


Domesday 
Hidage. 


8i hides. 

8 hides. 

i hide. 

8i hides. 

2 hides. 
1 hide. 

1 hide. 

8 hides. 
i hide. 

ihide. 

1 hide. 
1 hide. 

18 hides. 

i hide. 
4i hides, 
li hides. 
8 hides. 

1 hide. 


{ 


9 hides ^ 
1 hide.) 

1 hide. 
i hide. 

4 hides. 

i hide. 
i hide. 

1 hide. 
i hide. 
i hide. 

ihide. 

2 hides. 

1 hide. 
1 hide. 

1 hide. 

2 hides. 
i hide. 

8 hides. 


BomeedsT 
Fotio. 


255, b. 1 
254, b.l 
258, b. 1 
254, b.l 

252, a. 2 

257, a. 2 

252, b. 1 

258, a. 1 *) 

256, a. 1 j 

259, b. 2 

262, a. 2 
269, a. 1 

258, a. 2 

259, b. 1 
254, b.l 
256, b. 2 
254, b.l 

260, b.l 


252, b. 1 


259, b. 1 
254, b. 1 

258, b.l 

259, a. 2 
252, b. 2 
254, b.l 
259, b. 1 
259, b. 1 

258, a. 1 

254, b.l 

259, b. 1 
259, b. 2 

257, a. 2 
256, a. 1 
259, b. 1 

258, a. 1 


Hodem 
Hundred. 


CJondover 
Condover 
Condover 
Condover 

Condover 


Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Bradford South 
Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Condover .... 
Condover .... 
Condover .... 
Condover .... 

{Liberties of 1 
Shrewsbury J 

Condover .... 


Condover .... 
Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Condover .... 
Wenlock .... 
Condover .... 
Condover .... 
Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Condover .... 

Munslow .... 
Condover .... 
Condover . ; . . 
Condover .... 
Purslow 

CondoTer .... 


Hodem 
Kame. 


Acton Bumell. 
Acton Piffot. 
Belswardme. 
Berrington. 

Betton. 

Bayston. 

Boreton. 

Brompton. 

Broome. 

Buildwas. 
Cantlop. 

Condover. 

Cotheroote. 
Cound. 
Cressage. 
Eaton Masoott. 

Edgebold. 


Emstrey. 


Frodesley. 
(folding. 

Hariey. 

Hawksley. 

Hughley. 

Kemey. 

Langley. 

Lee*botwood. 

Idttlis Eaton. 

Longnor. 

Lydley Heys. 

Metley. 

Norton. 

Oaks. 

Overs. 

Pitohford. 
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Bomeadfty 
Jeanne. 


Frene 

Poldie 

PoleUe 

Polrebeo 

Botelingehope . 

Schentnine .... 

Smeoreoote .... 
Eundeslit .... 
HtmdeBlit .... 

Huelbec 

Wicewic 

Wildredelega . . 

TTlestanestime . 
TJmbnmtime . . 
Werenteaehale . 


Saxon Ownw 

or Owners, 

T.B.E. 


Eduinus 

Eddid 

Eddid 

/ Hunxiio and 1 
\ Xnidet .... J 

Seuuard 

r AzoT,JEisut \ 
\ and Saulf . . J 
Edmund .... 

Mhio 

Huning 

Hunino 

Elnuu* 

Ohetel 

rCheteland "1 
\ Aluric .... J 
rAuti,Emulf,i 
< Aregri and > 
(.Arcnetel . .J 

{Emui and 1 
Chetd j 


Domesday 
Tenant t» Capite. 


Bogerius Comes . . 


I 


Bogerius Gomes 

fEadulfusde 
\ Mortemer . . . . 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius- Comes 

Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Com^ 
Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerii& Comes 
Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Comes 


Bogerius Comes . . 


Domesday 
Mesne, or next Tenant. 


Helgot . . 
Teodulfus 


Bogerius Yenator 

Bobeitus filius Corbet . . . 

Badulfus de Mortemer . . . 

Edmund 

Alward 

Bogerius filius Corbet .... 

Bogerius filius Corbet .... 

Turoldus 

Hugo fiJius Turgisi 

Bobertus filius Corbet . . . 


Bobertus filius Corbet 


Bogerius Yenator . 


Domestlny 
Sab-Tenant. 


fBicardus,^. 
< Godebold- > 

LuB J 


Helgod. 
Eldred . 


Bannulfns 


eleven Manors short of its ancient complement. These losses I 
now enumerate. 

1. Suildwas became extra-hundredal in the twelfth century by 
reason of the state and privileges of the Cistercian Abbey there 
founded. When such immunities were swept away by the Disso- 
lution, the Manor was not restored to its primitive Hundred, but 
annexed to Bradford South. 

2. Litlega (now Lydley Heys) was made exira-hundredal by 
the Franchise of the Knights Templars, its possessors. When re- 
subjected to a Hundredal status, it was annexed to Munslow, — 
an arrangement probably suggested by its historical affinity with 
Cardington. 

3. 4. Hughley and Wigwig were detached from Condover Hun- 
dred in conformity with the privileges granted by Richard I to 
Wenlock Priory. They still remain in the Franchise of Wenlock. 

5. Ratlinghope was annexed in the time of Henry I to Purslow 
Hundred. It was afterwards made extra^hundredal by the Charter 
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Domesday 
Hidage. 


SUva 

Silva 

Silva. Molinum. , 

Molinum hiemale 

Silya 

Silva 

Silva 

Silva. Haia. . . . 


3 hides. 

f hide. 

li hides. 

2 hides. 

2 hides. 

2 hides. 

1 hide. 

li hides. 

I hide. 

1 hide. 

1 hide. 

2 hides. 

2 hides. 
2^ hides. 
2 hides. 


Domesday 
FoUo. 


96i hides. 


258, b. 1 

259, a. 2 

260, b. 1 

259, a. 2 

256, a. 1 

256, b. 2 

259, b. 1 
259, b. 1 
255, b. 1 

255, b. 1 

258, a. 1 

258, b. 2 

256, a. 1 
256, a. 1 

259, a. 2 


Modem 
Hundred. 


Condover .... 

f Liberties of 1 
t Shrewsbury j 
Liberties of 1 
Shrewsbury j 

Condover . 


Purslow . . . 

Condover . . 

Condover . . 
Condover . . 
Condover . . 

{Liberties of I 
Shrewsbury J 
Wenlock .... 
Condover .... 

Condoyer .... 
Munslow .... 
Condoyer .... 


ICodem 
Name. 


Preen. 

Pulley. 

Pulley. 

Pulverbatch. 

Batlinghope. 

Sheinton. 

Smethcott. 

Stapleton. 

Stapleton. 

Welbatch. 

Wigwig. 
Wildeney. 

Woolstaston. 

Womerion. 

Wrentnall. 


which Henry III granted to Wigmore Abbey. It has, since the 
Dissolution, been re-annexed to Purslow Hundred. 

6. Overs, being in the parish of Batlinghope, has apparently fol- 
lowed it into Purslow Hundred. 

7. Edbaldinesham (now Edgebold) was detached from Condover 
Hundred under the construction put by Roger de Mortimer on the 
Charter which he obtained from Henry III after the Battle of 
Evesham. This place has since been annexed to the Liberties of 
Shrewsbury. 

8. Sheinton, another of Mortimer's Manors, was similarly sepa- 
rated fix)m Condover Hundred in the time of Henry III. When 
Mortimer's Franchise was abolished, Sheinton seems to have been 
disposed of according to a most fantastic rule of official routine. 
Because forsooth it had been for a time a reputed member of 
Cleobury Mortimer, it was, like Cleobury Mortimer, annexed to 
the distant Hundred of Stottesden. I understand that this anomaly 
has lately been rectified, and that Sheinton, in conformity with 
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common sense and with Domesday^ again stands in its ancient 
Hundred of Condover. 

9. Polelie (now Pulley) was a divided Manor at Domesday. It is 
easy to see how Mortimer's share thereof, having first been extra^ 
hundredal, fell afterwards, like Edgebold, to the growing Liberties 
of Shrewsbury. It is not so easy to determine why the other share 
(Teodulf s) should have been severed from Condover Hundred. It 
became a Serjeantry, and so a Tenure-in-capite ; but which of our 
Kings permitted its annexation to the Sorough Liberties I cannot 
discover. 

10. Welbatch by some unknown but very imaginable process has 
been annexed to the Liberties of Shrewsbury. 

11. Womerton, probably as having been sometime an Escheat of 
the Crown, was annexed to the Royal Manor of Church Stretton. 
It is now, like Church Stretton, in Munslow Hundred. 

Enough has now been said on Condover Hundred as a territory. 
I proceed to add a few notices of the Hundred Court or Jurisdic- 
tion, — its Proprietors, its OflScers, and its value. lu Edward the 
Confessor's time two-thirds of the profits of this Hundred-Court 
belonged to the King, as Lord of the Manor of Condover : the third 
penny, as it was called, probably belonged to the cotemporary Earl 
of Mercia; but this fact, not recorded in Domesday, rests on the 
analogy of Morville and such other Royal Manors as were Heads 
of Hundreds. At Domesday Earl Roger de Montgomery had the 
whole profits of Condover Hundred, a circumstance illustrative of 
his Palatine dignity, — his combination of the prerogatives both of 
King and Earl. Earl Roger was moreover Seigneural Lord of every 
Manor within the Hundred, except five at most. Of these two were 
Ralph de Mortimer's, two the Bishop of Chester's, and one belonged 
to the Shrewsbury Church of St. Chad, but under whom it was 
held is not quite clear.^ 

It is worth a passing notice, how nearly the 96i hides which 
Domesday assigns to this Hundred, approximate to the hundred 
hides which some authorities deem to have been the original 
essence of the district called a Hundred. When we consider that 
Domesday does not record the hidage of a part of the Manor of 
Lege (now Longnor), this approximation is still nearer. 

On the forfeiture of the Norman Earls, Condover Hundred was 
retained by the Crown. Its revenues from the reign of Henry II 

> This was Little Eaton, near Fitch- I of its tenure I reserve till we come to the 
ford, — a Manor now lost. The question 1 place itself. 
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to that of Edward I constituted some unknown part of that annual 
ferm of £265. 15*., for which the Sheriff was responsible at the 
Exchequer. The Sheriff in turn underlet this and other Hundreds 
to certain Fermors or Bailiffs at as high a rent as he could obtain, 
while the efforts of these Officers to realize a profit, produced all 
those cruelties and extortions which we hear of in the Hundred- 
Rolls of 1255 and 1274. 

At the Assizes of 1203, five cases of murder and two breaches of 
the King's Peace were alleged by the jurors of this Hundred. In 
no instance do the charges appear to have been groundless, and the 
outlawry of the accused had resulted in the majority of cases. At 
the Assizes of 1221 I count no less than twelve murders or homi- 
cides recorded for this district. Two of the victims had perhaps 
fallen in some foray, for the murderers were Welshmen unknown. 

In the Inquisition of 1255 it is stated that the Sheriff of Shrop- 
shire received 12 marks from the Hundred of Condover, that is, 
the Fermor of that period paid him so much.* At the Assizes of 
1256 the Hundred appeared as usual by its twelve Jurors, but the 
name of the Fermor or Chief-Bailiff is not given. At the Assizes 
of 1272 William de Munslow appears in that capacity. The Jurors 
reported the then value of the Hundred to be 7 merks. This de- 
crease was probably in consequence of the number of Manors 
which had withdrawn their Suit from the Sheriff's Toum. Besideft 
certain legal withdrawals, abready enumerated, the Vills of Acton 
Bumell, Acton Pigot, Langley, Belswardine, Churph Preen, and 
Holt Preen are mentioned as arrogating this immunity. 

In 1274, the value of this Hundred to the Crown is put at 
6 merks. The Inquest charges the withdrawal of the Suits of 
Belswardine, Sheinton, Great Preen, and Little Preen on Richard 
King of Almagne ; — the accuracy of which statement I shall discuss 
hereafter. The successive Officers of the Hundred are charged 
with acts of extortion and wrong, being in each instance called 
Beadles or Sub-beadles, that is, I think. Deputies of the cotem- 
porary Bailiff. Roger Howe, John le Rotur, and Henry de Astone 
seem to have been in office together as Beadles of this Hundred, 
but at what period previous to 1274 does not appear. John de 
la Hull and William de Baschurch, the Beadles of 1272-3, were 
recent and notorious oppressors. William de Munslow is noticed 
as a venal officer^ but his actual position as Bailiff of the Hundred 
is not specified.^ 

* Sot. Bundred. II, 63. | * BoL Hundred. II, 91, 92. 
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At the Assizes of 1292^ Roger de Frodesley appeared as Chief- 
Bailiff of Condoyer Hnndred^ which was again valued at 6 merks 
per annum. Among the H/fo which no longer did 9uit to the 
Sheriff's Toum, we have not only Belswardine^ Acton Bumel, and 
Acton Kgot, but Betton Strange, Alvithde, and Alvythemere. It 
is singular that we should thus hear of the two last-named places, 
for where they were, or what was their status, I shall find it diflScult 
to show with any certainty. 


Contiobet. 


Among the Shropshire tributaries of the Severn, the stream 
which traverses the Manor of Condover is not the least. The 
stream and river unite indeed more than four miles to the East 
of this Village ; but, though their confluence is thus distant, it fur- 
nishes us with the etymological origin of the name Condover. The 
village of Cound, which stands much nearer to the point of junc- 
tion, is probably a very ancient settlement, for it is nothing else 
than the Celtic word Cond, signifying an embouchure.^ The 
XDcaning of these primitive names was unknown to the Saxons, 
who consequently designated some later foundations by titles 
altogether inept. We have already had a probable instance of 
this in the case of Ludford.* Another is now before us. The 
Saxons, on their arrival, found a place called Cound, or Conede. 
They established another place higher up the same stream, and called 
it Conedovre, that is, Over-Conede, or Upper Cound. This they did, 
not knowing, or foi^ettiug, that the word Conede, or Cound, was 
proper only to a place situated at the disemboguement of some 
stream. 

Condover was in Saxon times a Manor of Boyal demesne, and 
Caput of the Himdred to which it gave a name. The first Norman 
Earl of Shrewsbury retained more than half the Manor in demesne, 
and was also sole Lord of the Hundred, — as we learn firom the 
following passage in Domesday : — 

"The Earl himself holds Conendovre. King Edward held it. 
To this Manor appertain ten Berewicks. Here xiii hides are sub- 

* See SaHshame'g Salopia Antiqwij ' Supra, Vol. V, p. 238. 

pp. 91, 92. 
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ject to Greld. In demesne there are seven hides^ and thereon are 
nil ox-teams ; and xii Villains^ and a Priest^ with vii ox-teams ; 
and still there might be in additional teams thereon. Here are 
VIII Neat-herds, and a Mill of 8*. 6d. (animal value)/' 

" Two (out of every three) pence (arising) from the Hundred of 
Conendoure used to belong to this Manor. In King Edward's 
time the Manor yielded £10. (per annum). Now, together with 
the Hundred, it yields £10.'' 

" Of the land of this Manor Roger Venator holds i hide, Osbern 
I hide, and Eluuard iiii hides. Thereon is one team; and iiii 
Villains, ii Boors, in Badmans, and ii Neat-herds have, among 
them all, in ox-teams; and still there might be viii teams more 
(on this portion). The whole (of this portion) is worth 41s. (per 
annum)."* 

Earl Roger then, it seems, had given three feofiments in his 
Manor of Condover. Only one of these, viz. that of Roger Ve- 
nator, had any permanence. I shall show, under Great-Lyth, that 
the Barons of Pulverbatch (Roger Venator's descendants) retained 
an interest in Condover Manor till the thirteenth century. Osbern, 
the Domesday-TeTiBXit of one hide in Condover, was probably iden- 
tical with Osbern fitz Richard, Baron of Richard's Castle* We have 
seen that in respect of other tenures imder the Earl, Domesday 
designates this great Feudatory by his simple name Osbern; we 
have also seen that in two instances (Brockton and Ryton) his in- 
terests descended not to his successors.^ Analogy justifies us in 
assuming that his share of Condover was similarly re-annexed to 
the Palatine demesne. As to Elward's greater share of the Manor, 
that, with Elward's other Domesday estates, undoubtedly reverted 
•to the Crown, and probably by forfeiture. King Henry I, when 
he constituted the Honoitr of Montgomery, annexed most of El- 
ward's lands thereto, but it seems that the King retained the four 
Condover hides in his own demesne. 

On the whole, then, it is probable that, whether by forfeiture of 
the Norman Earls, or by other acts of resumption, Henry I. was 
seized in demesne of the whole Manor of Condover, except the Tene- 
ment of Roger Venator. We know little comparatively of this 
great King's daily movements or local predilections. That little 
must therefore be taken as the more largely significant. If from 
scanty Records we find that the King visited Condover thrice, or, 

' Domesday y fo. 253, a, 2. I ^ Supra, Vol. II, p. 62. 
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at lea^t, twice in hi, reign, we may well imagine that it waa a 
favourite residence. In the year 1121-2, or else in 1126-7, the 
King is known to have been at Norton. A Precept which issued 
on that occasion has been already set forth in these pages.^ It was 
attested singly by Bernard, Bishop of St. David^s. I have identified 
the place at which this Precept passed with Norton, near Condover, 
not from any mistaken idea that the latter Norton was a member 
of Condover, and so a part of the Royal demesne, but because of 
another and very similar precept, which passed either in 1115-6, 
or else between 1121 and 1123, and which I now proceed to 
quote : — 

^^ Henry King of England, .to Richard Bishop of London, and to 
all Sheriff in whose Bailiwicks the Abbot of Shrewsbury holdeth 
lands etc., — greeting. I enjoin that Godefiid Abbot of Shrewsbury 
hold his lands and all his efifects in peace and quietude, and that he 
do not plead concerning any land, or Church, or Prebend, or any 
other thing which Abbot Fulchered, his antecessor, may have held 
on the day of his death, nor give answer to any one touching the 
same, except in my presence {coram me). Witnesses, — Richard 
Bishop of London, Bernard Bishop of St. Davids, Robert Bishop of 
Chester, and Hamo Peverel, at Conedover."* 

The materials from which I infer that Henry I was at Condover, 
once, if not twice, at a much later period of his reign, have already 
been given,^ and the Charter which then passed the Great Seal 
shall be more fully set forth under Brompton. 

The question whether Henry I granted any feoffment in Con- 
dover, is one for future consideration. The Manor reached the 
h^nds of Henry II as one of ancient demesne, whose proportionate 
value in the Firma ComitatHs was £12. 18^. per annum. A small 
grant of land made by Henry II in Condover did not affect this 
arrangement. The Sheriffs^ accounts during his reign and the 
reigns of his two sons, Richard and John, imply that the fiscal 
value of the Manor remained unabated by any grant, small or 
great. Before I proceed with other details, it will be better that I 
should speak on the subject of — 

Tallages, — as levied upon Condover and other Manors of Royal 
Demesne, for the use of Henry II and his three successors. 

I have already given the Tallages of Shrewsbury and Bridg- 
north,® as well as those of Claverley, Worfield, and Nordley Regis 


* Supra, Vol. I, p. 34. 

^ Salop CharMary, No. 43, c. 


7 Supra, Vol. I, p. 247. 

* Supra, Vol. I, pp. 295-297. 
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during the period in question.^ I here add^ in a tabular form^ the 
Tallages of seven other Royal Manors and one Royal Borough^ 
leaving all account of the irregularities with which the impost was 
levied till I come to the places specially concerned. 

TABLE OF TALLAGES IN SHROPSHIRE. 


The mode in which Royal Manors were managed by the suc- 
cessive Sheriffs or Fermors, the wasted state in which they were 
occasionally founds and the process of restocking them^ — these are 
matters in which Condover was affected, like other Manors of the 
same class. Enough has been said on this subject under Claverley.^^ 


» Suprft, Vol. m, pp. 66, 66. 

'® This Levy is entitled a Domtm Bur- 
gorum. 

^^ This was the AuxiUwn ad moHtan- 
damJUiam Megit, 

13 Xbis Levy is entitled an Auisa per 
Dominica Begis. 

^ This is called an AuxiUwn Bwrgorum 
et Villarum. 

^* This is called a TaUagium Domini- 
'corum Begis. 


^ This was prohftbly assessed for Eing 
Richard's Redemption. 

10 This was to maintain 500 common 
soldiers. 

17 This Tallage appears to have been 
assessed only on Shrewsbury, Brug, and 
Claverley. 

^ Probably an arrear of some previous 
Tallage. 

» Supra, VoL III, pp. 67-69. 
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Early in the reign of Henry III the history of Condover. becomes 
associated with more important events. That Prince, from the day 
of his succession till the eighth year of his reign, had found in his 
Brother-in-law, Lewellyn, little else than an open enemy or a trou- 
blesome neighbour. I refer elsewhere for a, general account of the 
grievances, suffered or alleged by either party, and the diplomacy 
which perpetuated rather than settled the contest.^ Some further 
particulars I supply from original Records. On the 19th of Sep- 
tember, 1224, King Henry was at Worcester. He was there visited 
by the Welsh Princess Joan, the wife of Lewellyn, and his own half 
sister. What transpired we know not. The King passed on to 
Kidderminster, Bridgnorth, and Shrewsbury. From the latter 
place, on September 24th, he issued a Writ to the Barons of the 
Exchequer, ordering them to give credit in the accounts of the She- 
riflb of Shropshire for a sum of £S. 7s, 4d., which the said Sheriff 
had expended by the King's command in the accommodation of the 
Welsh Princess when journeying from Wales to Worcester.*^ The 
Pipe-Roll of the following Michaelmas shows that the Sheriff charged 
this exact sum against the Crown, and that it was allowed. The fol- 
lowing year (1225) passed away in vain negotiations between Henry 
and Lewellyn, but a Patent, dated at Worcester on July 28, 1226, 
ensures safe conduct for the King^s "beloved Brother Lewellyn, 
Prince of North Wales,'* who with his Wife and Son were appointed 
to meet the King in conference at Shrewsbury. The parties met 
and the result was a peaceful one. On the 29th of August, the 
King, being at Shrewsbury, informs the Sheriff of Shropshire that 
" he has committed to his beloved sister Joan, wife of his faithful and 
beloved Lewellyn, the Royal Manor of Cunedour, to be held by the 
said Joan so long as the King shall please.'' The existing Autumnal 
crops and the rents due at the coming Michaelmas the King re- 
serves.*^ It yrSi be seen by the foregoing Table that Condover was 
exempted from the Tallage of 1227. The King relinquished his 
right, and in lieu thereof the Sherifis of Shropshire and Leicester- 
shire were ordered to assess a reasonable and moderate Aid on the 
Manors of Condover and Ralegh, which Aid the King had conceded 
for the uses of his Sister the wife of Lewellyn.** In October of the 
same year the King's Justices visited Shrewsbury and amerced 
Lewellyn, Prince of North Wales, in the heavy sum of 50 merks. 
This was for some unspecified act of disseizin. Such penalties, whe- 


» ExHory ofShrewhwy, VoL I, p. 96, 
el teq. 


« Claw. I, 647, b. a<tu9. U, 135. 
« aaus. II, 176. Patent. 11 Hen. III. 
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ther imposed on a Welsh Prince or an English Baron, were seldom 
paid ; but the infliction of this one shows how Henry's oflScers af- 
fected to treat LeweUyn as an ordinary subject. On May 16, 1228, 
Condover was again in the King's • hands. A Writ-Close to the 
Sheriff of Shropshire, adverts to the fact of this resumption, but 
orders that Joan, wife of Lewellyn, shall be aUowed to remove all 
cattle {averia) which she had on the premises.^ Other writs, dated 
at Hereford, on the 13th and 15th of August following, assure a 
aafe^ctmduct for the Princess, who was proposing to come and con- 
fer with the King at Shrewsbury.** The King was at Shrewsbury 
on the 29th and 80th, but I find no indication that his Sister met 
him. The following month (September) presents Lewellyn in open 
rebellion. He had laid siege to Montgomery Castle, then held by 
Hubert de Burgh, the King^s Justiciar. Henry raised the siege in 
person. The campaign of Keri, which followed, was a balance of 
petty successes on either side, and ended ostensibly in a pacification. 
A Patent of September 3, 1229, introduces a new person on the stage. 
David, son of Lewellyn, is coming to do homage to the English 
King at Windsor, and he and his Sister, who accompanies him, are 
ensured a safe-conduct. Another Patent of October 3rd, certifies 
that the act of homage had been rendered. The King, in return, 
presents his beloved Nephew with an annuity of £40., soon to be 
commuted for a feofficnent of 40 Librates of land, in case the King 
gave up his then proposed transfretation ; otherwise the lands 
should be conveyed as soon as the King returned to England. Con- 
dover had at this time been restored to the Princess Joan : in fact, 
the Pipe-Rolls take no notice of the temporary forfeiture of 1228. 
At Michaelmas 1229, the Sheriff acquits himself of two sums of 
iE12. 13«. each, being the fiscal or reputed revenue of the Ma- 
nor of Condover for the years ending Michaelmas 1228 and Mi- 
chaelmas 1229. This fiscal value had been, as usual, determined 
by Inquest, but why the Sheriff did not take a similar credit for 
the year ending Michaelmas 1227, I cannot discover. Joan's te- 
nure of the Manor is carefully noted on the Pipe-BoU as being 
Umited by the Boyal pleasure and as being De baillivo Regis, a 
term which I shall have to notice hereafter. To continue ; — the Tal- 
lage of 1230 is seen, by the foregoing Table, not to have been assessed 
upon Condover. The Manor was still in the hands of the Prin- 
cess Joan, and the Sheriff, as usual, discharges his MichaelmaB 

^'^ Rot Clout, and Bot Patent. 12 Hen. III. 


14 


CONDOVER. 


account of £12. ISs. thus appropriated. This arrangement ap- 
parently continued up to Easter 1231 ; for^ at Michaelmas of that 
year, the Sheriflf speaks of Joan's Tenure of Condover in the pre- 
terite tense^ and assigns her only £6. 6s. 6d. or one-half of the cur- 
rent year's revenue. Another entry on the same Boll implies that 
the Sheriff himself was responsible for certain issues of the Manors 
of Condoyer and EUesmere since they had been seized into the 
King's hand. Ellesmere, I should observe^ had been held by Le- 
wellyn up to a recent period^ under the English Crown. The year 
of which I am speaking (1231) was undoubtedly one of open hosti- 
lity between England and Wales. It was the year in which Lewel- 
lyn devastated the Marches from Brecknockshire to Montgomery^ 
and in which King Henry prosecuted the campaign of Elvein with 
circumstances of no ordinary ferocity. The connection between 
Condover and the history of Wales ends here^ but I have been care- 
ful to mark the period of the Princess Joan's Tenure of the Manor 
for a particular reason. She held it till Easter 1231^ that is^ for a 
year after the time (April 1230) when LeweUyn is said to have de- 
tected her in an adulterous intercourse with William de Braose^ an 
English Noble. That LeweUyn put Braose to deaths is on all hands 
confessed ; but that the act led to no immediate rupture between 
Henry III and his Sister Joan^ is now apparent. Why the King 
of England thus temporized^ is a question not easy to answer. Had 
he any secret understanding with his Sister? Was her unfaithful- 
ness to LeweUyn of a poUtical character^ and not that frightful 
episode of domestic crime which I have already questioned as so 
improbable?^* The statement of the Welsh Chronicler, that the 
Princess Joan survived tiU the year 1237, and was buried by Lewel- 
lyn with circumstances of honourable distinction, is as yet uncon* 
tradicted, and should have its weight in clearing her name of aU 
suspicion. 

Condover continued in the King's hands for seven years after 
the resumption of 1231. During that period, viz. in October 1235, 
the King ordered that Survey of the Shropshire Forests which has 
been already quoted more than once. The Visors reported, inter 
alia J on the state of the Bosc of Buriwude, which was appurtenant to 
the Manor of Condover. They found it *' much wasted from the 
time at which the Manor was in the hands of the wife of LeweUyn. 


« Supra, Vol. IV, p. 215, note 84 ;-— 
where I quoted M. Paris as stating that 
the Prinoess Joan (as well as j^raose) was 


executed by LeweUyn. This was a mere 
error, a misinterpretation of the passage in 
question. 


CONDOVER. 15 

That Lady's Baili£b had sold on one occasion 500 oak-trees from 
the wood^ besides making other wastes. Moreover the trees had 
been stript of their branches on occasion of the war/' Here the 
Record which I am quoting becomes defaced, but enough is legible 
to show that a scarcity of forage had necessitated this destruction 
of the' oak-trees of Buriwude. This allusion I have no hesitation 
in ascribing to the war of 1234, commonly known as the war qf 
Richard MarescaU. Matthew Paris describes how the Earl Mart- 
shall leagued with Lewellyn devastated Shropshire to the very 
gates of Shrewsbury, and actually asserts that they burnt the town 
itself.^ The incursion was in January, and so does not immedi* 
ately account for the devastation of the summer foliage of Buri- 
wude ; but the scarcity which resulted in Shropshire throughout the 
year is matter of record, and this Forest- Survey perhaps supplies 
us with one instance of that consequent desolation. 

In 1235 Condover was assessed to a King's Tallage, but on June 
11, 1238, the King gave Condover and five other Manors to Henry 
de Hastings and Ada his wife, in lieu of the said Ada's share of 
the inheritance of John Scot, late Earl of Chester, of whom she was 
Sister and coheir.^ I have related under Worfield how this grant 
took effect from March 1238.^ At Michaelmas 1242 the Sheriff 
deducts £56. 18«. %d. from his own liabilities at the Exchequer, in 
respect of Cunedour, four and a half years' revenue of which Manor 
had now accrued to Henry de Hastings. From this period the 
history of the Seigneural Lords of Condover is as that of Worfield, 
except in the few particulars which I pipceed to note. The King's 
Tallages were suspended ; but a Writ of 1246 allows Henry de Has- 
tings to appropriate the Tallage of that year arising from Condover. 
After the death of Henry de Hastings in 1250, and during the mi- 
nority of his Son, Condover fell into the King's custody. About 
Easter 1252 it was entrusted to Guy de Bxxshfort (Bupe-forti) as 
Fennor thereof. The annual rent payable by him to the Crown was 
j£20. ISs. 9id. At Michaelmas 1254 he accounts, through the 
Sheriff for £51. 14*. 5irf., or 24- years' arrears of this Ferm. The 
Inquisitions of 1255 found the Manor of Condover still in the 
same state. '' Gwido de Bocheford," says one Inquest, '^ holds the 
Manor of Coned' by reason of the custody of Henry, heir of Sir 
Henry de Hastinges, which (custody) he (Bocheford) has by autho- 
rity of the King. The Manor indeed was once the King's, and 

» See Sistory of Shrewehury, I, 111, I ^ Patent, 22 Hen. Ill, m. 4. 
for the probable meaning of this assertion. ^ Bupra, Vol. Ill, pp. 107, 108. 
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was afterwards given to Sir Henry de Hastinges in exchange for 
lands in the parts of Cheshire/^ ^ So far said the Jurors of the 
Hundred. The Jurors of the Manor itself said that the Manor 
was extended or valued at £21. per annum, by which they meant, 
not its reputed fiscal value (which was still i£l2. ISs.), but its 
actual income as ascertained more recently. Guy de Bochford's 
ferm of £20. 18«. 9^d. added to the valuation of two small tene- 
ments (3^. 4d, and 4^. per annum) give a result rather higher than 
the alleged Extent. These Jurors mentioned a local feature of 
some interest. The Extent or gross value of £21. was inclusive 
of a sum of 2«., the reputed value of the Vivary of BiUemar';^ 
now known as Somer Pool. I have alluded under Worfield to the 
Escheator^s receipts from the forfeited Manors of Henry de Has- 
tings. The issues of Condover from Feb. 2, 1266 to Feb. 4, 1268 
were £34. 49. Meanwhile Roger le Strange was entitled to the 
Fine payable by Henry de Hastings for the redemption of his lands 
under the Dictum de Kenilworth. A Patent of July 18, 1267 
(which I have quoted under Worfield) was followed by another of 
September 23rd, to the same effect, viz. that Henry de Hastings 
should have no seizin of Condover, Worfield, and Wolverhampton 
till he had satisfied Roger le Strange in the matter of redemption. 
On the death of Henry de Hastings (about 1268), Condover, like 
Worfield, was for a time in the hands of Edmund Plantagenet, 
Earl of Cornwall. The Inquisition of the Manor, taken in No- 
vember 1274, alludes to this circumstance quite incidentally.^^ 
Meantime, that is in 1269> we find Condover to have been once 
more assessed to a Eing^s Tallage, an intimation that the rights 
of any Fermor or Custoa of an escheated Manor did not exclude 
this recurrent interference of the Crown. 

In- October 1283 an Extent or Valuation of the Manor of Con- 
dover was taken, by order of King Edward I, for some unspecified 
purpose. The Jurors who officiated were Nicholas de Pelton, Roger 
de Chilton, J[ohn de Byrinton, Thomas Marscot, William Selimon, 
Adam fitz Margaret, Henry de Wesselegh, John de Pulilegh, Wil- 
liam de Fulewode, William de Lak, John Champneys, and William 
de Preston. They said that Condover was held de dominico Regis. 
Seventy-eight acres of arable and 4 acres of meadow land were in 
demesne. The capital messuage was estimated to be worth 6d. per 
annum (net value). All the Tenants of the central Manor (that is, 
of Condover itself as distinct from its members) were Sokemen. 

» • » A)^. Hundred. II, 63, 64. | « Hot Hundred, II, 98. 
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They held six virgatea in SoccagCy and paid rents amounting to 
i£2. 9^. 6rf. Fonr Tenants of assarted lands paid 1^. lid. rent. 
The Fishery of Bolemere was valued at 2«. per annum. The Pleas 
of Court were worth £1. 6». 8c?. The net value of the Manor and 
its Members (hereafter to be noticed) was £15. Is. &\d. The 
Jurors remembered how King Henry III had had the Manor in 
hand under the Dictum de KenUworthy and^ according to their state- 
ment^ it was Hamo le Strange who primarily had custody thereof 
by grant of that King.** The next feature in the history of this 
Manor is its transfer by John de Hastings to Robert BumeU^ 
Bishop of Bath and Wells. The Deed of Conveyance exists only 
in an abridged form. Thereby '' John de Hastings grants to the 
said Bishop his Manors of Condover and Wolverhampton^ the 
Bishop giving in exchange the Manor and Advowson of Woton 
near Northampton.'^ The Deed is dated in 12 Edward I (1283-4), 
and is attested by William de Stapleton, Adam de Lacy, Bobert de 
Stapleton, and John de Lee, Knights ; — also by William Bumell, 
Richard Bumell, Engelard de Poliley, and Biandulph de Harpoote.^ 

An Inquest taken in Condover Wood on May 7, 1292, foimd 
that the Crown would not suffer material injury by a project of 
Bishop Bumell's; — ^viz. to enclose and cultivate 200 acres of his 
own Bosc of Condover. There were oak-trees only growing there, 
and no underwood. The King would lose any fines which might 
be inflicted for vert, and any profits of impounding goats and swine 
in the fence-month. Other parties having common-righta would 
be left with a sufficiency in the rest of the Bosc.^ 

The Inquisition taken in December 1292, on the death of Bishop 
Bumell, says that he had held Conedovere in capite, but by what 
services the Jurors knew not. The Assisted Rents of the Manor 
were £14. 5^. ll^d. The Pleas and Perquisites of Court were £1. 
A Bosc, which was common to the whole Manor, both during the 
Mast season and at other times, only yielded Is. to the Lord of the 
Manor.**' 

The Inquisition taken in July 1294, on the death of Philip 
Bumel, states him to have held the Manor of Conedovre in capite, 
by service of finding 12 foot-soldiers for the Army of Wales.** 

Another Inquisition as to the Tenures of Philip Bumel was 
taken under Writ of Certiorari, on Feb. 10, 1801. The Jurors 


« InquisiUons, 11 Edw. I, No. 67. 
» Harleian MSS. 1982, fo. 51, b. 
" Inqmniions, 20 Edw. I, No. 55. 
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said of CondoTer^ that it was held in Socage of the King^ and that 
its annual value was £19. Gunceline de Badlesmere was now in 
possession^ pending the minority of Philip BumePs heir.^^ I have 
alluded^ under Bushbury^ to an Inquisition ordered 10th July^ 1302> 
as to the waste alleged to have been committed in certain estates 
of the Bumels by Gunceline de Badlesmere^ then deceased.^^ The 
inquiry esLtended to Condover^ Langley^ and Corfton^ but with the 
same result as at Bushbury. 

In 1 Edw. II (1807-^) Edward BumeU, son and heir of Philip 
Bumell^ grants to Bichard the Clerk^ son of Master Banulph de 
Hoghton^ all the land of his waste of Byriwode in his Manor of 
Condover^ to make assart of. And if Cottars were admitted, or 
Cottages built, on that land, each Cottar should pay the Grantor 
2d. per annum and do suit to his Court of Condover. The Grantee 
was to pay a rent of 25«., and the Grantor retained the usual rights 
of wardship and marriage, when such should arise. Witnesses, — 
Sir Fulco le Strange, Bichard de Harley, Boger Corbet Lord of 
Hadley, John le Strange of Ercall, John du Lee, Knights; Thomas 
de Withinton, Boger de Smethcote, Philip de Polyleye, John de 
Byriton, WiUiam de Acton.*® 

An Inquisition, taken Oct. 25, 1315^ said that Edward Bumell, 
deceased, had held the Manor of Condover of the King, and of the 
Honour of Montgomery, without render of any service. The gross 
income of the Manor was estimated as £21. 149. lOJtd.^ The 
Betum of March 1316, known as the Nomina Villarum, gives Alina 
Bumel (she was Edward BumeVs widow) as Lady of Conedovere.*^ 

Having thus far treated of the Seignoral Lords of Condover, I 
now turn to speak of the Manor as an Independent Liberty, that 
is, as governed by its own community, though it happened also to 
be the CaptU of a Hundred. Herein I shall include whatever has 
to be said of — 

Under-Tenants in the general Manor, leaving those, whose 
Tenures are associated with any distinct Member of the Manor, 
for a more appropriate notice under the places of their presumed 
residence. 

In 1167 Alan de Nevill inflicted an amercement of one merk 
upon Condover, that is, I suppose, upon the community thereof. 


V Jngvm^toiw, 28 Edw. I, No. 24. 
38 Supra, Vol. IV, p. 97. 
» Blakeway's MSS. The Deod had a 
seal of arms; — fiye Bpread-eaglos, three 
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In 1202 the Tithing {Thedinga)^ of Cnnedour was amerced one 
merk for some withdrawal (gtcta retraxit). By the word Tithing 
I here understand the Manor as distinct firom the Hundred. At 
the Assizes of October 1203 the Manor of Condover was repre- 
sented as an independent jurisdiction^ but a space left on the Roll 
for a statement of its concerns was not filled up^ either because they 
occurred incidentally in other parts of the Boll^ or because they 
were entered on some other Schedule^ now lost. At the Forest 
Assizes of March 1209^ Robert^ Provost of Cunedour/ was assessed 
for an imbladement. At the General Assizes of November 1221^ 
the Fillata of Cunedour appeared by its Provost and six Jurors^ but 
no presentments specially affecting the Manor^ as distinct from the 
Hundred^ were made. In 1231 Samson de Cunedour^ as Surety 
for some one unnamed^ was fined 3«. by Justices of the Forest. 
Next year Richard fitz Eldith of Cunedour appears on a similar 
list. 

In 1250 G^ffirey de Langley fixed arrentations on several persons 
in respect of parcels of Forest-land occupied by them in Condover 
and Ryton. A rood was thus assessed in the name of Nicholas 
Clerk^ two acres in the name of William de Rutton (Ryton) ^ three 
acres in the name of * * * de Cunedovere, and three-quarters of 
an acre in that of G^£frey Mai. 

In 1255 separate Inquests were made as to the Manor aiid Hun- 
dred of Condover. Among the seven Jurors who reported on the 
Manor^ I here notice Walter Pik, Nicholas de la Stiwele^ and Elyas 
de Cunedovere. To a question as to whether the Free Tenants and 
other men of the Manor gave due attendance to Summonses in 
general^ or to the Summons now in force^ the Jurors answered 
affirmatively^ explaining that the community never put in an ap- 
pearance^ or an answer^ save through six men and a Provost. To 
most of the questions propounded^ their answers were still more 
laconic, and so convey little information beyond a general notion of 
the independence of the Manor.** The Jurors of the Hundred, on 
the same occasion, reported how the men of Condover Manor and 
the men of Chattefort had rescued things taken in distress by the 
Bailiflb of Robert de Grendon, then Sheriff.^ 

At the Assizes of January 1256 the Manor appeared by its six 
Jurors, among whom were Richard Champiun, Geofirey de Buton, 


^ A TitHng^ in Saxon times, was a 
section of a Hundred. 
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Walter Pack, and Elias de Cunedovere. At the Forest Assizes of 
February 1262^ on the List entitled Essoma Mortis, appear the 
names of William de Burton^ Roger Bolemer^ Walter Champiun, 
and William fitz Simon of Condover. Elias de Cimedoure was 
Essoignor of the first. 

At the Assizes of September 1272^ John de Fresteote^ Bailiff of 
the Abbey Formate, was also Bailiff for the Manor of Condover^ 
whilst Roger the Provost and Elias de Conedovere are named as 
Electors of ten other Jurors^ who appeared with them for this 
Manor. Among the ten are Adam Faber^ William Bulloc^ William 
fitz Hngh^ William Binte^ Nicholas Chese^ Adam Hare^ Roger Bulloc, 
Roger Ghunel^ and Nicholas Pyk. In November 1274^ eleven Jorors 
reported on the state of this Manor. Nicholas de Botiton, Richard 
Colvox, Nicholas Pick of Ryton^ John Methe of Ryton^ William 
Bulloc^ Richard Botte of Condover^ Nicholas Young (Juvenis), Adam 
Faber^ and William fitz Reginald of Chatteford were of the number. 
They complained of the unjust and arbitrary distraints levied on the 
men of Condover by John de la Hulle and William de Bassechirch, 
who '^ were Bailiffs of Condover with William Francis."** By this 
they meant the Hundred of Condover^ of which the said Officers 
are elsewhere spoken of as Bailiffs or Beadles. 

At the Assizes of 1292^ Thomas de Walecote appeared as Chief 
Bailiff for this Manor : Roger and William Bullok chose ten other 
Jurors^ among whom were Richard de Haldenelde^ William Clerk, 
and Richard de Chatteforde. 

BEBEWICKS OF CONDOVER. 

I will name twelve places, ten of which I think may have been the 
Berewicks of Condover alluded to in Domesday. They are Dor- 
rington, Chatford, Great Lyth, Little Lyth, Great Ryton, Little 
Ryton, Westley, Wheathall, Gonsall, The Sytch, Allfield, and 
Burwood. Of some of these I now propose to take distinct notice. 

DoRRiNGTON. — ^Thc Chief Forestership of Shropshire was an 
Office which I believe to have been founded and endowed by Henry 
I. He gave it^ too^ as I suppose^ to Ulger the Hunter^ of whom I 
have spoken under Bridgnorth^*^ and whose descendants for many 
generations held the Office and were resident at Great Bolas. 
Among other estates given to this family was half a virgate in 
Dorrington. In the thirteenth century it was stated by Inquest 
that the ancestors of the then Chief Forester had this half-virgate 

** Sot Sundred, II, 92, 98. | « Supra, VoL I, p. 865. 
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by gift of the old King Henry {Segis Henrici veterU), from which 
I infer that Henry I was the Grantor and Ulger Venator the 
Ghrantee. Robert fitz William^ Ulger Yenator's grandson^ was 
Forester of Solas at the commencement of the thirteenth century. 
A list of Shropshire Serjeantries^ drawn np about that period, inti- 
mates that Reginald de Dodinton was his Tenant of half a virgate 
in Dodinton, the value of which was 4IQd. per annumJ*^ In succes- 
sion to Reginald de Dodinton came Robert Champneys, whose 
son and heir, William, was usually called William Champneys of 
Dorrington, to distinguish him from a cotemporary of the same 
name who was resident at Wilderley. William Champneys of 
Dorrington acquired a small estate at Cothercote by marrying 
Alice, daughter of Baldwin de Cothercote. This estate he after- 
wards sold to his brother-in-law, Roger de Cothercote.*^ At the 
Inquests of 1255 the Jurors of both Condover Hundred and Con- 
dover Manor reported the particulars of William Champeneys' 
tenure of half a virgate of land under John fitz Hugh, then Chief 
Forester of Shropshire. The Tenant's obligation was to take 
charge of the Cover of Stepelwood, a part of the Royal Forests. 
He seems also to have paid a rent to John fitz Hugh, viz. twenty 
discos and four ciphos, by which I understand dishes and cups» 
His duty is otherwise stated to have been the custody of Vert and 
Venison from The Quake- Wendebruge to Egeforde. His land was 
stated to be valued at 40d. per annum J^ William Champeneys 
himself was one of the Jurors for the hundred. An Inquest taken 
in March 1262 was attended by William Champeneis as a Forester^ 
of-th€'fee. In April 1264 I find him Juror in an Inquest taken 
at Langley, and from that time till 1285 he is a frequent witness 
of local Deeds. In December of the latter year he appears, as a 
Forester of Shropshire, investigating a matter connected with the 
Haye of Shirlot,** and in May 1292 as a Forester on a Condover In- 
quest. Nothing later can I find referable to this family or Tenure. 
Other notices of this VtU or its inhabitants are as follows. — 
At the Assizes of 1203, it is entered under Condover Hundred 
that Jagow de Tang was a Jngitive, for the murder of Richard 
de Dunninton. At the Forest Assizes of March 1209 the ViUs 


« TeHa de NeviU, p. 61, b. 
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of Dodinton, Ruiton (Ryton), Wethale (Wheathall), aad Weael^ 
(Westley) were assessed for imblademenis, as being within Regard 
of the Long Forest. In 1250^ Geofirey de Langley set an arreri- 
taiion on three-quarters of an acre^ tilled by Nicholas^ son of 
Nidiolas de Dodington. This or another Nicholas de Dodinton 
sat as a Juror for Condoyer Manor at the Assixes of 1256^ 1272^ 
and 1292. At the Forest Assizes of 1262 William de la Hull of 
Doditon was assessed under Regard of the Long Forest. At the 
Inquest of CSondover Manor in 1274 Adam de Dodinton was a 
Juror. By Fine levied at Salop^ in November 1277^ William Dun 
of Eton^ and Margaret his wife (Impedients), for themselves and 
the heirs of Margaret^ acknowledge their gift of a messuage and 
Bavaie in Derigton^ to Hugh^ son of Hugh del HuUe (Plaintiff) ; 
the latter to pay a rose-renty and to dischai^ all capital services. 
Twelve merks were given for this. According to the Extent of 
1283^ nine virgates in Dodinton yielded 61«. rent to the Lords of 
Condover. At the Assizes of 1292 Richard de Doditon was a 
Juror for Condover Manor. 

There are many indistinctive notices of other persons named 
from^ or connected with, some Dorrington, Ditton, or Donington in 
Shropshire. These I must omit altogether, for where nine or ten 
places are concerned, the chances against a conjectural allocation are 
formidable. 

Gbeat Lyth. — ^When we see Earl Hugh de Montgomery grant- 
ing two-thirds of the Tithes of his Demesne of Lia to Shrewsbury 
Abbey, it is possible that a part of his Condover Demesnes was 
intended.^ It is further remarkable that a Confirmation by 
Richard Peche, Bishop of Lichfield (1161-1182) to the said Abbey, 
speaks of the Monks being entitled to two-thirds of the Demesne- 
tithes of Lithe.^^ I know of no Lithe in Lichfield Diocese, which 
can be here intended, unless it be the locality before us. How- 
ever, it is clear that the whole of Great Lyth can never have been 
in Earl HugVs Demesne, for here or hereabouts was that hide of 
land which Domesday tells us to have been held by Roger Venator 
in Condover Manor. This Tenement, as I have already said, 
would in the ordinary course of succession be found to have gone 
from Roger Venator to the Barons of Pulverbatch.'^ We shall 
presently find sure indications of such a result. In the twelfth 


*o Salop Chartulary, No. 3. The alter- 
xuttive that Lye, near Morville, was the 
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century the Lords of Pulverbatch seem to have had as their Tenant 
here, one Walter fitz John, who,- being also Lord of Waters Upton, 
is occasionally called Walter de Upton. All that I shall say here 
of Walter fitz John is, that he attests a Charter of the first Wil- 
liam fitz Alan which probably passed between 1155 and 1158, that 
he was living in October 1200, but dead in April 1201. His 
son, usually called William fitz Walter, was perhaps identical with 
one William de Lia, who in May 1200 occurs as a Recognizor 
in a Lawsuit concerning Hamage. I have shown in a former 
Volume how William fitz Walter, in the year 1203, quit-claimed 
one moiety of Great Lyth, \dz. half a hide there, held of the Sa- 
rony of Pulverbatch, to Robert de Oatacre.^^ I think that this Tenure 
may account for John de Gratacre appearing as a Juror for Con- 
dover Hundred at the Assizes of 1256. At all events we are sure 
firom what I have said under Gatacre that an estate at Great 
Lyth remained with the Gatacres in the fourteenth century .^^ 

I have now to show that, notwithstanding his surrender to 
Robert de Gatacre, William fitz Walter retained an interest in 
Great Lyth (probably the other moiety thereof), and transmitted 
the same to his Son, Walter fitz William. The first dated notice 
that I have of Walter fitz William is, his appearance as Walter 
de Upton on a great Inquest taken in August 1226 concerning 
the Stiperstones Forest. In November 1227 we find Walter fitz 
William not only a declared Tenant in the Manor of Pulverbatch, 
but joining with others in a claim upon the whole Manor against 
Hugh de Elilpec, its hereditary Lord. The Fine which conveys 
this information I will give at length under Pulverbatch. At or 
about this very time, I find that Walter de Upton gave to Shrews- 
bury Abbey two-thirds of the tithes of all meadows of his demesne 
in the Vill of Lya.^^ I look upon this grant as supplementary, 
that is, as intended to increase or to complete the Abbey^s previous 
right of tithes in Great Lyth. This matter of Tithes introdutes 
another family to our notice. Tenants, I think, of Walter de Upton 
and his Father in Great Lyth, and probably having other relations 
to the Lords of Pulverbatch. A Deed of Emma de Pulverbatch 
(the last possessor of that Barony before it went to collateral 
heirs) , has the attestation of Martin fitz William. The Deed passed 
between 1189 and 1193, as I shall show under Pulverbatch. 
Martin fitz William was Father of several sons, one of whom, 

«• " Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 88, 90. I ted by Robert de Stepdton, Heniy Bo- 
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William fitz Martin^ had property in the Abbey-Foregate of Shrews- 
bury^ and occurs in several transactions with the Abbey. Among 
other things^ he executes a Deed which I look upon as a sort of 
pendant to Walter de Upton's Deed above quoted. " With consent 
of his wife Joniana he gives to Shrewsbury Abbey two parts of 
the tithe of his meadow in Fulcheye^ which meadow was of the 
demesne of Walter de Hupton in the vill of Lya."** Next in 
order of time comes a Fine dated at Shrewsbury, Nov. 23, 1236. 
Thereby Johanna, widow of William fitz Martin (Plaintiff) quit- 
claims to Odo de Hodenet (Tenant), five nokes of land and one 
acre of meadow in Magna Lya, whereof had been Suit-at-Law. 
Odo de Hodenet gave 100«. for this Quit-claim. I shall in due 
course show that Odo de Hodnet was a Tenant elsewhere of the 
Barons of Pulverbatch. 

The following Fine, levied in January 1278, relates to another 
tenure here. Thereby William le Clerk of Acton and Isabella his 
wife (Impedients) surrender to William de Lake and Isolda his 
wife (Plaintiff) a messuage and half-virgate in Magna Lythe as 
the right of Isolda by their own gift; to hold to William and 
the heirs of Isolda at a rent of one Rase payable to the Grantors 
and the heirs of Isabella, and by performing all capital services. 
For this a Sore Sparrow-hawk is said to be given. 

William de Lake as well as William Clerk of Acton frequently 
occur in the cotemporary affedrs of this neighbourhood. The 
former is found on local Juries in 1283, 1284, 1286, 1290, and 
1292. 

Little Ltth. — Under this head I will give some extracts, one 
or two of which possibly refer to Undertenants in Great Lyth, for 
the two places are not always distinguished. 

In 1200 Hugh de Nevill, Justice of the Forest, amerced Nicho- 
las de Lya half a merk for Vert. In 1228, Philip de Leie was 
amerced for some de&ult as a Surety. In 1231, John de Parva 
Lya was amerced half a merk for trespass. In 1250, Greofirey de 
Langley set an arrentation of 2s. 8d. on John de la Lithe for 2^ 
acres of forest-land stated to be in La Lithe. He also set an 
arrentation of 2s. lO^d. on John Balle for 3^ acres and i acre 
stated to be in Pulverbatch. Three years^ arrears of each of these 
rents are charged on the Pipe-Roll of 1254. These entries are 
connected with a tale of injury characteristic of the times. The 

" Salop Chartulary, No. 119. — At- 1 Boscard, and Walter de Hupton himself, 
tested by Robert de Stepelton, Henry I 


GREAT AND LITTLE RYTON. 25 

Pipe-Boll of 1259 states that John de la Lythe owed 72s. for 
arrears of assart-rents and for an additional amercement with which 
he had been visited. His Sureties were Robert de Gateford and 
fi(^er le Champyun. The Pipe-Roll of 1261 shows that John de 
la Lithe and John Balle were one person^ and that the Barons of 
the Exchequer had, by order of the King, directed an Inquisition 
to be held as to the sums with which he was charged. It turned 
out that the lands described above, as 3^ acres and J acre in Pul- 
verbatch, were altogether imaginary and non-existjent, that the 
man's real tenure was 1^ acres, being that which had been increased 
to 2i acres in the Roll of 1254. The reason of all this injustice 
was that John Balle, alias De la Lithe, had had a quarrel with 
Richard de Middelhope, a pdrson much employed in Forest mat- 
ters at the time (1250) when Geoffirey de Langley visited Shrop- 
shire: and so the said Richard had used his official intercourse 
with Geoffirey de Langley for the purpose of procuring John Balle's 
land to be assessed with a plurality of arreutations.^^ 

In 1267 I find William Underhul and John Barel of La Lye 
amerced 6s. Sd. for not producing one for whom they were Sureties. 
At the Assizes of 1272 William Balle of La Lye appears on the 
Jury for C!ondover Hundred. The Inquest of 1274 shows that in 
one instance a provincial officer had seized on a horse worth 20^., 
belonging to William Balle of Le Lithe. In another instance he 
had been fined 4«. 7d. on some unintelligible pretext, and had been 
imprisoned.'*® 

Great and Little Ryton. — ^William de Rutton and Geoffi^y 
Mai, already named as Condover Tenants in 1250, had their hold- 
ings in one of these Vills. At the Inquisition of 1255 Geoffirey de 
Ritton and John Mai of Ritton appeared as Jurors for Condover 
Manor. Those Tenants of Condover, whose names are variously 
written as Pik, Pach, or Pyk, appear to have been of Ryton. The 
Extent of 1283 gives 4 virgates in Great Ryton and 4 virgates in 
Little Ryton as yielding rents of 28s. and 27^. 44. to the Lords of 
Condover. At the Assizes of 1292 Nicholas, John, and Henry de 
Ruton were all Jurors for Condover Manor, and William de Ruton 
appears as a Juror at Shdnton in June 1294, and at Little Build- 
was in December 1302. 

Westlby. — Alric Sprencheaux, living in the time of Henry II, is 
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in one instance called Alric dc Longenalra. This was because he 
was Lord of Longnor, a Manor adjoining to Condover, and which 
was held by the male line of Sprencheaux for several generations. 
Our present concern with this family is to state in limine that Alric 
Sprencheaux as well as his sou and heir Roger Sprencheaux (I) 
occur more than once as Eylric and Roger de Wesseleg^ i.e. West- 
ley. This was because of some interest which they had at Westley, 
and I cannot but associate that interest with a grant recorded to 
have been " made by a King of England to Eylric Sprenghose/^ 
The said grant was a Mill and half a virgate of land in the Manor 
of Condover. The King who made it was doubtless Henry 11^ and 
a chief-rent of 20«. per annum was reserved to the Crown. Of this 
land and Mill^ Eylric Sprenghose was seized at his deaths which 
seems to have taken place about 1170-5. His son Roger Spreng- 
hose (I) succeeded^ and held both land and Mill for life.^^ He died^ 
as I know from good authority^ in or shortly before the year 1221. 
His son^ Roger Sprenghose (II) entered upon both land and MiU. 
He was however disseized of the Mill by Lewellyn, to whom 
Henry III had granted the Manor of Condover. This then was 
between the years 1226 and 1231. When in the latter year 
Henry III reseizcd the Manor^ Roger Sprenghose did not there- 
fore recover the Mill. Henry de Hastings became Lord of Con- 
dover. He died in 1250 leaving his son^ a Minor in ward to the 
Crown. Still Sprenghose's Mill was unrestored^ but the Inquest 
of Condover Hundred in 1255 distinctly notes how Roger Spren- 
those was holding half a virgate of land within the once Royal 
Manor of Condover, though the Jurors were ignorant of his Title.*' 
On the death of Henry de Hastings (II), in or about 1268, Con- 
dover was again in the King's hand as before explained. Then at 
last Sir Roger Sprenghose (III) procured a King's Writ and an 
Inquest and so recovered the Mill. He was holding both the MiU 
and half- virgate in November 1274, and paying the King a rent of 
20*. for the same.^' 

At this time Sir Roger Sprenghose (III) had made a further 
acquisition in Condover Manor at a place called The Hoo. Thomas 
Hancoc (in one instance called Subescheator of the King, in 
another called Seneschal of Condover) had set out 2 acres of land 
which Sir Roger had assarted, and for which he was in 1274 
"paying a rent of Is. to the Lord Edmimd,"^* that is, as I have 
already explained, to Edmund Plantagenet, Earl of Cornwall. The 
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Extent of Condover Manor^ taken iu 1283, values Roger Spreng- 
hose's Water-Mill at £4. per annum, though he paid a rent of 
only £1. for the same. The Jurors remembered how he had re- 
covered the said Mill after long disseizin, by a Writ of King 
Henry III, and by an Inquest, taken wh^le Hamo le Strange was 
Gustos of the Manor. The assarted lands, which Roger Spreng- 
hose had, are said in this Extent to have been leased to him by the 
Bailiff of the Lord Henry of Almagne, a mistake, I presume, for 
Edmund Plantagenet, son of Richard, Eang of Almagne. Of this 
family of Sprencheaux I shall speak more fully in their greater 
position as Lords of Longnor. I now add one or two further parti- 
culars about Westley. 

In 1231 Henry de Wesseleg accounts half a merk to the Sheriff 
of Shropshire, due from him as a surety in some Forest-Plea. 
In April 1264 John de Wesley occurs on a local Jury. Henry de 
Wessdeye was on a local Inquest in 1283, and a Juror for Condover 
Hundred at the Assizes of 1272 and 1292, as also on the Inquest 
taken, in December of the last named year, as to the estates of 
Bishop Bumell deceased. 

Other Inquests of the same year give us Roger de Wessdeye, 
John de Wesseleye, and John son of Robert de Wessdeye, as 
Jurors. 

WHEATHALii. — Roger de Whethal waa a Juror for Condover 
Manor at the Inquest of 1255 ; so were William and Nicholas de 
Wetal at the Assizes of 1292. The Extent of 1283 gives two vir- 
gates in Wethale as yielding 13*. 4rf. rent to the Lords of Condover. 

GoNSAL, formerly Goose-hill. — Gteoffrey de Gosenhul was a Juror 
for Condover Manor at the Inquest of 1255 and the Assizes of 1256. 
At the Forest Assizes of 1262, Geoffrey Gret is on the list entitled 
Essonia Mortis, Rener de GosenhuU being Essoignor. Roger de 
Gesenhul was a Juror for Condover Manor at the Inquest of 1274. 

Chatford. — According to the Extent of 1283, this member of 
Condover yielded ISs, 4d. rent to the Lords of the Manor, viz. for 
2 virgates of land and an assart. 

Allfield. — The same Survey names Aldefeld as a member of 
Condover. The Lords of the Manor had 16*. lid. rent from 2-J- 
virgates there. 

CONDOVEE CHUECH. 

This was one of those great Parish-Churches whose once Col- 
legiate character bespoke its Saxon origin, but the extent of whose 
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Parish can only be determined partially and incidentally. The 
establishment was known in Saxon times as the '^ Chnrch of Saint 
Andrew/' It is strange that the Domesday notice of the Manor of 
Condover indicates nothing more of this Foundation than is implied 
by the mention of one resident Priest. Another passage of Domes- 
day is however more instructive. We are told, under Berrington, 
that '^ Thoret^ the Saxon Lord of that Manor, held half a hide 
therein of the Church of Saint Andrew by (a certain) service.'* 
Part then of the Glebe of Condover Church lay in another Manor 
and Parish; for Berringtou, no less than Condover, seems to have 
had a Saxon Church. 

Within eight years after Domesday we have an authentic state- 
ment as to the Church of Chonedoura, as it is called. Earl Roger 
de Montgomery, gave it to Shrewsbury Abbey with all things ap- 
pertaining to it.*^ The Confirmations of King William (probably 
William Bufus) and King Henry I, recite and allow Earl Roger's 
grant of Condover Church, but neither of them specify the implied 
addition of half a hide in Berrington. This omission is corrected in 
the Charters of Stephen, Henry IT, and Henry III, which all three 
mention the said appurtenance of Condover Church. 

Among the Episcopal Confirmations to Shrewsbury Abbey we 
have that of Roger de Clinton, Bishop of Chester, confirming the 
Church of Conedovere, with its Chapels, and with a pension of 16«.; 
that of Bishop Walter Durent, confirming the same Church with its 
Tithes and Chapels ; and that of Bishop Richard Peche, confirming 
the Pension of 18*. During the time of Bishop Peche (1161-1182), 
and probably in the last ten years of his Episcopacy, the two Chapels 
(or the united Chapelry) of Lee Botwood and Bechcote were appro- 
priated to Haughmond Abbey. It appears that these Chapels were 
afi&liations of Condover Church, for the consent of aU the Portioners 
of Condover is alleged by the Bishop as concurrent with his license 
of appropriation. The Portioners were apparently three in number. 
Their Christian names, Bartholomew, John, and Thomas, appear in 
the testing-clause of the Bishop's Charter.*^ 

It is observable that Archbishop Peckham's Confirmation to 
Shrewsbury Abbey, which passed in August 1280, mentions the 
Pension receivable from Condover Church as 18*.^^ In 1291 how- 
ever, Pope Nicholases Taa:atio7i, after valuing the Church of Cone- 
dovere, in the Deanery of Salop, at i^23. 6s. Sd., adds that the Abbot 

« Salop Chartulary, No. 2. botwode. 
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of Shrewsbury received £1. therefrom.*^ At this time there were, I 
think, only two Portionists or Rectors of Condover, and both were 
presented by Shrewsbury Abbey. These Rectories were, according 
to the nefarious system of the period, destined soon to become the 
divided spoil of the Bishop of Lichfield and the Abbot of Shrews- 
bury. The Monks obtained a Charter of Appropriation from Bishop 
Walter de Langton. The Deed was dated July 9, 1315. It recited 
a previous Deed, dated June 15, 1315, whereby William, Abbot of 
Shrewsbury, and his convent, had submitted Condover Church to 
the Ordination of the Bishop. It commended the alms-giving and 
hospitality of the Abbey, and alluded to a requisition in its favour 
which the Bishop had received from King Edward II. Then, with 
consent of his Chapter of Lichfield, the Bishop concedes and ap- 
propriates the Church of Condover to the Abbey, saving however 
the life-interests of the existing Portioners (Henry de Lichfield and 
Thomas de Chames) ; that is, the Appropriation was not to take 
effect till they were deceased. Meantime each of the said Portioners 
consented to pay 2s. per annum to the Abbey nomine per sonatHs. The 
Deed reserved to whoever should be Bishop of Lichfield when these 
Prebends became vacant, a power of fixing the Taxation of Condover 
Vicarage, that is, of allotting a competent provision for the future 
Vicar, who was to be presented by Shrewsbury Abbey. Lastly the 
Abbot was, out of the appropriate funds, to pay an annual pension 
of eleven merks to the Cathedral Church of Lichfield. Five merks 
of this sum were to increase the emoluments of the Canons of Lich- 
field, and six merks were to go to the support of a Chaplain or 
Chantry Priest, who should say masses in Lichfield Cathedral for 
the souls of Edward I, of Bishop Langton, and his Predecessors 
and Successors.** On July 19, 1824, the last Portioner of Condover 
was dead, and Bishop Roger de Northburgh proceeded in due 
Canonical form to give effect to the unrighteous scheme of his Pre- 
decessor. His Charter, entitled Ordinacio Vicarue de Conedovere, 
recites much of Langton^s Deed of Appropriation as I have above 
set it forth. It then announces the decease of the last Rectors of 
Condover ; and states that it has been found by Inquest that the 
fruits and profits of the Church in question amount to £53. 14s*. 8d.^ 
per annum, that is to say ; — the tithes of com and hay, with the 
annual rents receivable by one Portioner, were, together with his 
Manse, worth £3S. 14*. Sd., while the small tithes, oblations, and 

^ Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 247, b. | ^ The total is 6«. 8<2. less than its oon- 
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other profits^ receivaUe by the other Portioner^ were^ together with 
his Manse, worth £20. 6«. 8^. The Bishop now ordains, — ^that the 
future Vicar shall have the Houses {domoa) late inhabited by 
Thomas de Chames, a Portioner^ together with the Manse^ Close, 
Curtilages^ and other appendages thereof, and with free ingress and 
egress; that the Monks shall make good all deficiencies of the said 
bmldings at their own expense, rendering them complete with a 
hall, two chambers, a cellar, a kitchen, a stable, a brew-house, and 
other buildings proportionate to the estate of a Vicarage. The Vicar 
was to receive the lesser tithes, the oblations, the mortuaries, the 
tithes of curtilages, whatever they were, and all other obventions of 
every kind belonging to the Churchy it being defined that lesser tithes 
were all tithes except the tithes of corn and hay. These last, to- 
gether with the annual rent, the suits of Court, and all other receipts 
from the Tenants of the Church, were appropriated to the Abbey 
of Shrewsbury. However, the Vicar was to have the hay-tithes of 
Dodyngton (Dorrington), and the grass in Condover Churchyard. 
The Vicar was to bear all ordinary burdens lying on the Church, 
except the Pension of eleven merks due to Lichfield Cathedral, 
which was to be discharged by the Abbey. When the time came 
for so doing, the Monks were to build^ the Chancel of the Church, 
and always repair and maintain the same at their own cost. As to 
extraordinary and prospective burdens, such, when they arose, were 
to be borne, two-thirds by the Monks, and one-third by the Vicar. 
Lastly the Bishop reserves a power to himself and his Successors of 
altering or interpreting the premises in any way which might there- 
after appear expedient.*^ 

In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth, quoting the Church Taxation 
of Condover as £23. 6«. 8^. (which was £1. less than the actual 
Taxation), rated the Parish at £16. 13*. 4d. The reasons for the 
decrease were because the Glebe, the rents, small tithes, oblations, 
and hay-tithes were worth £7. per annum, and so the Ninth of 
wheat, wool, and lamb was unequal to a Church-Taxation com- 
prehending those receipts ; also the corn-crops were deficient in the 
current year.^ 

At this time a Chantry, called the Condover Chantry, had been 
founded in Lichfield Cathedral and endowed with that Pension of 
11 merks which the Impropriators of Condover Church were bound 


^ I suppose the Chancel was much 
dilapidated. However, tlic Chancel now 
existing contains work older than Bishop 


Northburgh's era. 

^ Rcgist. Northburgh, fo. 201., b. 
® laqtUsUiottes Nonarum, p. 183. 
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to pay to the Bishop. It was founded ''for the sonls of King 
Henry III and King Edward I^ and the souls of Bishops Langton 
and Northburg, their predecessors and successors." On July 80, 
1342, Bishop Northburg, this Chantry being vacant, collates Wil- 
liam de Eccleshale, Clerk, to the same; but, on August 16 fol- 
lowing, Eccleshale exchanges this preferment for the Church of 
Craunford (London Diocese), and Bishop Northburg collates John de 
Bolemere, Priest, to the Condover Chantry .•• 

In 1534 the Preferment of William Butan, Vicar of Condover, 
was put at £5. ISs. 4d., out of which he paid ISs, 4id. yearly for 
Procurations, and 6d. for Synodals.^^ The Abbot of Shrewsbury's 
Receipts fo;^ temporaJitS in Condover and Bourton wL 
£7. lOs. 11^^., which probably included the ancient Glebe of Con- 
dover Church. The Rectorial tithes of Condover, asfermed under 
the Abbot, realized £27. 68. SdJ^ A Portion, as it is called, of 
some other tithes in Condover Parish was receivable by the Abbot, 
and valued at 68. Among his outgoings was the Pension of 
11 merks (£7. 6«. Sd.) payable to the Dean and Chapter of Lich- 
field out of Condover Church.7<> On September 29, 1536, Thomas, 
Abbot of Shrewsbury, and his Convent, leased the Parsoruige and 
Tithes of Condover to one Thomas Glover, which Lease was re- 
newed on May 4, 1542, for a term of 41 years, to oommenoe on 
Feb. 2, 1543, the reserved rent being £27. &. %dP^ The Ministers' 
Accounts of the Estates of Shrewsbury Abbey vary very slightly 
from the Valor. Under the head of Condover alone, we have 
fissized rents, rents of customary tenants and tenants-at-will, and 
Diverse Ferms, amounting to £7. \\s, l\d., while the Ferm of the 
Rectory is put at £27. \2s. Sd. 

EABLY INCUMBENTS. 

William de Wesenham, Rector of one Portion in this Church, 
was deceased on Feb. 28, 1299, when Bishop Langton, addressing 
his Official, orders him to admit and induct — 

Thomas de Chaknes, Subdeacon, to this Portion, if the said 
Official should find the counter-claim of one John de Shelton 
thereto not to have any weight. Chames, it appears, had been 


^ Begbt. Northburg, fos. 170, b, and 
171. 

70 Valor EcelenasUcuB, III, 184, 189, 
190. 


71 Blakeway's MSS. The date (1642) 
is probably erroneoiu, for Shrewsbuiy 
Abbey was disBolved early in 1540. 
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presented by the Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury, but Shelton 
claimed the Preferment under pretext of a Papal provisiony which 
made it the duty of Bishop Langton, or of the Abbot of Shrews- 
bury, to find him some preferment. In the Summer of the same 
year (1299) Bishop Langton writes to Thomas de Chameles (as he 
is here called) and tells him to meet the Bishop at York to confer 
about his still disputed Title. The Bishop seems to have held that 
his obligation to Shelton would be discharged if he obliged the 
Abbot of Shrewsbury to provide the said Shelton with an annual 
pension of 408. or at least 20s, However, by a subsequent Pr^ 
cept; Bishop Langton orders Thomas de Chameles to provide for 
his opponent (Shelton) an annual pension of £10. I find that 
Chames was instituted at York, but not before January 31, 1300. 
In December 1300 and February 1310 he has licenses for two 
years^ study, being at the latter period in Priest's Orders.^^ He 
was the last B.ector of his Portion, and was deceased, as I have said, 
in 1324. 

Henry de Lichfield, the last Incumbent of the other Portion, 
is the only one I can name. He was also a Canon of Tamworth, 
and in July 1322 has a license to reside on the latter preferment 
and to receive at the same time the emoluments of his Condover 
Portion. He was to provide for the services at Condover being 
performed and the poor duly attended toJ^ He was deceased in 
July 1324. 

John Husee, first Vicar of Condover, was admitted July 17, 
1324, on presentation of the Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury.*^ 

John de Mineton resigned this Vicarage in May 1375, having 
exchanged preferments with — 

William Amyas, Priest, late Vicar of Aldelym (Lichfield 
Diocese), who was presented accordingly to Condover by the Abbot 
and Convent of Shrewsbury. On November 16, 1381, Amyas 
again exchanges preferments with — 

Adam de Beompton, Priest, late Vicar of Wroxeter. 

Sir Baetholomew Powee, Priest, was instituted to Condover 
October 4, 1391> on presentation of the Abbot and Convent of 
Shrewsbury. On August 22, 1392, he exchanges preferments 
with — 

John Adderbury, alias Tankerville, Priest, late Incumbent 
of Northbury (Lichfield Diocese). 

^ Eegist. Langton, fos. 3,b, 4, 18, | ^ Regist. Northburg, fos. 203,b, 205. 
22,b, 66. I 
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8ia NiCHOiiAs DE Byeyton, Vicar of Condover, resigns, 
August 13, 1406, having exchanged with — 

John Barbour, late Vicar of Clun, who was instituted here on 
presentation of the Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury. Barbour 
resigned Condover in 1412J* 


3Bemnfltott* 


The name Byrine or Biurine was probably derived into the 
Saxon language from Birinus, who in the seventh century was the 
Missionary deputed by Pope Honorius I for the conversion of the 
^ West Saxons, and who became the first Bishop of that Province. 
Berrington, anciently written Berintone or Biritone, is etymologi- 
cally the toum of some Saxon Byrine, 

At Domesday the prominent Tenure in Condover Hundred was 
that of £amald the Sheriff under Earl Roger. I will now proceed 
with the seven Manors which composed this Tenure. And first of 
Berrington, described in Domesday as follows : — 

" The same Rainald holds Beritune, and Azo holds it of him. 
Thoret held (in Saxon times) half a hide in this Vill under (the 
Church of) St. Andrew, by (certain) services. Besides this half- 
hide, he (Thoret) held two gddable hides (here). In demesne 
there are ii ox-teams; and (there are) vii Serfs and vi Villains 
with I team; and yet there might be ii teams more here. St. 
Peter in Shrewsbury holds the Church and Priest of this ViU. In 
King Edward's time (the Manor) was worth 30^., afterwards it was 
worth 14*., now it is worth 40*. {per annum). '^^ 

Of Toret the Saxon I have spoken already under Willey.* Ber- 
rington was one of the Manors which he lost wholly or partly at 
the Conquest. Berrington was at Domesday a Manor of 2^ hides. 
Two of these hides were held by Azo under Bainald the Sheriff. What 
was the then tenure of the remaining half-hide, Domesday does not 
specifically declare ; but I presume it to have been still held under, 
or subsequently restored to, the Church of St. Andrew at Con- 
dover, and Toret may possibly have been still Tenant thereof. 

7* Blakeway'B MSS. « Supra, Vol II, p. 49. 

> Domesdwf^ fo. 254, b. 1. 

VI. 5 
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Of Azo I have spoken at some length under Olazeley and Abdon, 
and I have intimated as a general rule that whatever was held 
under Bainald hj Azo at Domesday is found to be held subse- 
quently by the elder House of Le Strange under Fitz Alan.* .Ber- 
rington is no exception to this rule^ but there seems to have been 
some variation as to the time when each Manor of Azo's Fief was 
transferred to Le Strange. Glazeley and Abdon^ for instance^ had 
passed to Le Strange before 1165 when John le Strange appears as 
holding 2 fees of new-feoffment under Fitz Alan. But with Ber- 
rington I think it was otherwise^ and that this Manor constituted 
the whole or a part of that one fee of old-feoffment which in 1165 
was held by Hamo de Sancto Bemigio under Fitz Alan.^ That the 
Mesne-tenure of Berrington did at length accrue to the Fee of Le 
Strange^ is however certain ; and tins will partly account for the &ct 
that in 1240 the Fief of John le Strange under Fitz Alan was not 
merely 2 fees^ but^ if I mistake not^ at least 3^ fees. 

I shall now show by documentary evidence that within seven 
years of the year 1165^ John le Strange had obtained an interest in 
Berrington^ and also that^ at a subsequent period to his exercising 
such interest^ Helewisa^ the daughter of Hamo de Sancto Bemigio, 
retained a right in the Manor and exercised that right in subjection 
to John le Strange as Mesne-Lord. 

Pope Alexander III^ confirming the grants of all previous Bene- 
factors to Haughmond Abbey, on May 14, 1172, includes two 
grants of John le Strange, viz. one virgate in Beriton, and half a 
virgate in Webblescowe (Webscott near Middle).* But Pope Alex- 
ander's Bull does not include, and therefore preceded, a Charter 
whereby '^Helewisa, daughter of Hamo de Sancto Bemigio, gave 
and confirmed to Haughmon half a virgate in Beriton, viz. that 
held by one Gilbert,^' by which she also gave " Odo her Vassal, 
with all his children, to hold the said land of the Canons.^' This 
Deed was witnessed by William fitz Alan (the second of his name) 


» Supra, Vol. I, p. 211. Vol. IV, pp. 
127-8. 

* Liber ITiffer, 1, 148. 

B Harleisn MSS. 3868, fo. 11. We haye 
also in the Haughmond Chartulaiy {Tit. 
Webbescowe) the very Charter which en- 
sured John le Strangers grants in Ber- 
rington and Webscott ; but the Charter 
must not deceive us as to the date of the 
Grants, than which it was some years 


later. It is attested by William, son of 
William fits Alan, by Wido, the grantor^a 
brother, and by Ralph, Wido*s son. Now 
William fitz Alan II did not come of age 
till 1176 and Ralph le Strange not till 
1182. I take it therefore that this Deed 
was sealed in the last year of John le 
Strange's life, viz. in 1177-8, and was 
confirmatory. 
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ftnd Hugh Panton (t. e. Pantulf). It was also confirmed by John 
ie Strange^ Hugh Panton again attesting the Confirmation.^ It is 
this confirmation by John le Strange^ whether the first or second 
of his name^ which proves that his Tenure of Serrington was an 
%n9€rted one, that is mediate between Fitz Alan and the heirs of 
Hamo de Sancto Remigio. 

A few years later^ and we have good reason to suppose that Hugh 
le Strange, whose relation to John le Strange I cannot certify, 
occupied the place of Helewisa de Sancto Remigio in the Tenure of 
Berrington. Possibly he was the husband of Helewisa herself. 
He, I take it^ was that Hugh le Strange who, next to John le 
Strange, attests a Charter of Guy le Strange which passed about 
1174 and which I have already recited under Badger 7 We learn 
from the same Charter that Hugh had a Brother, another John. 
There were possibly two persons named Hugh le Strange holding 
Berrington in succession under the elder house of Le Strange. At 
all events I have several notices which connect a Hugh le Strange 
with this neighbourhood at the very commencement of the thir- 
teenth century. I will here mention only^ that, at the Assizes of 
1208, Hugh le Strange appears as Surety for a Fine of 5 merks 
profiered by Hamo Marescote^ then Lord of Eaton Mascott. 

Eighteen years later, and we have dear evidence of Hugh le 
Strangers Tenure of Byrinton. At the Assizes of October 1221, 
he was found to have disseized the Abbot of Haughmond, the 
Prioress of Brewood, and Sibil, widow of Wydo Wallensis, of their 
right of common in the pasture called JTie Clude, in that Manor.^ 

In or about the year 12^ Hugh le Strange was dead, and his 
inheritance divided among females. This I gather from a Record 
which, however inaccurate in itself, I will endeavour to explain.* 
Among certain Knights' -fees erroneously classed as belonging to 
the Barony of Hugh de Kilpek we have the following entry. — 
Roger Sprinchose et heredes Htigoms Extranei If, in Biriton 
Logenhoke, or (as a cotemporary Roll has it) in Binton, Longelom. 
The fact really was, that Roger Sprencheaux held Longnor, and the 
Coheirs of Hugh le Strange held Berrington, under John le Strange 
(III), who in turn held under Fitz Alan. The Hundred Roll of 
1255^ though it omits Fitz-Alan's Seigneury, is explicit on other 
points. It says that '' Richard de Dryton, William fitz Alan^ John 


* Haughmond ChBrtulary : TU. Birit- 
ton. 
' Supra, Vol. II, p. 66, note 5. 


^ AuUety 6 Heu. Ill, m. 4. 
' Te9ta de NevUl, pp. 50, 48. 
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fitz Philip and Philip de Hungefort hold Biriton for two hides (the 
lay-fee indicated by Domesday) y and they pay \M, stretward and 
moifee per annum, and they do suit (to Condover Hundred) and 
they hold of the Fee of John le Strange. At the Assises of 1292 
there was a dispute between Gilbert Abbot of Haughmond and Sir 
John de la Lee (then Lord of Berrington) as to lands, tenements, 
meadows. Suits of Court, and Commons, pertaining to the VUl of 
Biriton. It was arranged, out of Court, that Sir John de la Lee 
should allow the Abbot and lus men of Biriton common-pasture for 
all their auimala throughout the whole of hiB (Sir John's) fee of 
Biriton, except in Staplemore, La Cloude, Depemere and Longe- 
bache. I introduce this matter here because the composition was 
effected by mediation of Richard Earl of Arundel and other friends, 
and was attested by that Nobleman, by Sir John le Strange and by 
Sir Thomas de Bossall.^^ Now two of these witnesses were the 
Seigneural and Mesne Lords over Sir John de la Lee. I shall 
here dismiss the question of Fitz Alan's Seigneury and Le Strange's 
Mesne-tenure at Berrington, merely remarking that a Feodary of 
Fitz- Alan estates, taken in 1397-8, gives a recurrent proof of the 
former, when it inserts Robert de Lee as Tenant of Byriton by 
service of half a knight's-fee.^^ 

I now turn to the four Coparceners of Berrington, mentioned in 
the Hundred-Roll of 1255. Whether they were the sons or the 
husbands of four Coheiresses of Hugh le Strange I cannot say, 
indeed I know little positively about any of them except William 
fitz Alan. — 

Richard de Dbyton may be the same person with Richard de 
Drayton, who appears on the Pipe-Roll of 1230 as owing half a 
merk for non-production of one for whom he was Surety. I find 
Richard de Dreyton to have been Juror on an Inquest concerning 
Langley, in March 1253, and Juror for Condover Hundred at the 
Inquest of 1255 and the Assizes of 1256. Within ten years of 
this time, one Richard de Dreyton appears attesting Deeds which 
concerned Aston near Oswestry. His fellow-witness, in two in- 
stances, was Sir John fitz Philip, whom I know to have been Lord 
of Aston, and whom I think to have been the third Coparcener 
in Berrington. At the Assizes of 1272 Richard de Drayton ap- 
peared as one of the Coroners of Shropshire, and as Recognizor in 
a great suit about the Manor of Albrightlee. That this was Richard 

10 HsisghmondChiirtulAry: TU. Birit- 1 ^* Calendar of In^mtUwnt, YoL m, 
ton. I p. 223. 
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de Drayton of Berrington, I cannot doubt^ for in this very year I 
find Richard de Draiton attesting a Charter of the fourth John le 
Strange^ i.e. of the Mesne Lord of Berrington.^^ But another and 
nearly cotemporary Charter of the same John le Strange^ though 
it concerned a place distant from Berrington^ has a testing-clause 
well worth our notice here. The firsts thirds and fourth witnesses 
thereof are Sir John de la Lee^ Richard de Drayton^ and Hugh fitz 
Philip.^^ These three persons represented three of the Coparceners 
of Berrington in 1255 ; that is^ John de la Lee was Brother-in-law 
of William fitz Alan, Richard de Drayton was identical with, or 
the son of, Richard de Drayton, and Hugh fitz Philip was son of 
John fitz Philip of Aston. To proceed with Richard de Drayton ; 
— the Jurors of the Manor of Ford complained at the Inquest of 
1274, that he had taken undue rewards for the ej^ercise of his office 
as Coroner.^^ Before the Assizes of October 1292 he was dead, 
and Thomas de Felton, as his ,heir, appeared to answer for his con- 
duct whilst in office. I think Thomas de Felton was son of Nicholas 
de Felton, who occurs on Juries in this ne^hbourhood in 1283-4. 

We shall hereafter see how Stephen, son and heir of Thomas de 
Felton, disposed of his share of Berrington. This Stephen I happen 
to know was bom in 1281. He married a daughter of Walter de 
Burton and made proof of his age before John de la Lee (under 
whom he held lands) in 1302-<3. 

I find nothing as to any interest in Berrington remaining to— 
Hugh fitz Philip. The same may be said of — 
Philip de Hunobpobt (the fourth Coparcener of 1255) and his 
representatives. His name will recur to ub again under the date 
1255, when he was Coparcener in another but distant Manor, viz. 
Stanwardine-in-the-Fidds. I now turn to the other Coparcener 
of 1255, viz. — 

William fitz Alan, better known as William son of Alan de 
Drayton. This person has already occurred to us as Lord of Chatwall 
in 1255, and I have shown how that, he dying without issue, John 
de la Lee, as husband of his (William's) Sister Petronilla, acquired 
his estate at Chatwall for life.^^ The same thing will have happened 
in respect of Berrington, but I think that Sir John de la Lee, who 
was a noted person in his day, instead of retaining a mere fourth 
of this Manor, acquired a further share therein by lapse or by 
purchase. 

" • *> Haughmond Ohartulary : 2%. I " Jtot Hundred, II, 87. 
BuytoD, and TU. Heth-mulle. I « Supra, VoL V, p. 125. 
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John de la Lee was eldest son and heir of Sir Thomas de la Lee, 
who had estates in HadnaU, Hunkington, Alderton, and Lee near 
Pimhill. Thomas has occurred to ns also as a Coparcener in Aldon, 
and under the dates of 1221 and 1255.^' I know that he was living 
in April 1258, and that he had been generally succeeded by his son. 
Sir John, before February 1270. I have a notice of John de la Lee 
much earlier than this, but it probably indicates an interest in his 
wife's inheritance rather than his father's. In March 1262 he was 
one of those who were prosecuted and also pardoned, at the Forest 
Assizes, for keeping hounds within jurisdiction of the Forest, with- 
out license. John de la Lee was, as we have seen, a Coparcener 
in Aldon in 1284,^^ and it was probably in the year 1283 or 1284 
that his estate at Berrington was increased by a grant of John le 
Strange, the Mesne-Lord of that Manor, Le Strange, I presume, 
was empowered to make this grant by the lapse or surrender of one 
of the four shares above mentioned. The Charter itself purports 
to be merely a gift by John le Strange to Sir John du Lee, Knight, 
of a messuage and carucate of land in Byntone. It was attested 
by Sir John de Eirkeby (who became Bishop of Ely in 1286), Sir 
Robert Corbet, Sir Reyner de Acton, Sir Peter de Eyton, and Sir 
John de Arundell.^^ The Composition of 1292, already recited, 
shows Sir John de la Lee dealing with Berrington affairs as if he 
were sole Lord of the Manor,^^ or, at least, something much more 
than a mere Feoffee in one-fourth thereof. 

I have alluded, under Aston Botterell, to a grant of John son 
of Sir Thomas de la Lee, to Richard Botterell. The grant passed 
on May 1, 1297, at Aston Botterell.^ 

The next note which I have of Berrington is involved in a very 
curious Fine levied at Westminster in October 1314. It is '' be- 
tween John du Lee and Alice his wife (Plaintiffs) and John son of 
Alice Boterel (Deforciant), of 7 messuages, 1 garden, 3 virgates 
and 40 acres of land, and two acres of meadow in Biriton, Hauky- 
ton, and Shetton (Berrington, that is, and Haston and Shotton, 
near Hadnall), whereof was Plea, etc. John son of Alice Boterel 
now concedes and renders up the premises, to have and to hold, to 
John du Lee and Alice his wife, and to the heirs which John may 
have begotten of the body of Alice, of the Chief Lords of the 
Fee. If John du Lee should die without such heirs, then, on de- 
cease of himself and his wife Alice, the premises should remain to 

« • 17 Supra, VoL V, pp. 27, 28. I » Supra, p. 36. 

» Harleian MSS. 1396, fo. 263. I » Supra, Vol. I, p. 227. 
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Thomas son of Alice Boterd and the heirs of his body ; in default 
of such heirs^ to Oliver brother of Thomas^ and his bodily heirs ; in 
default, to Petronilla^ Oliver's sister^ and her bodily heirs ; in default, 
to Isabella^ Petronilla's sister, and her bodily heirs ; in default, to 
the right heirs of Alice (wife of John du Lee) . 

I reserve for a future occasion the question whether the John du 
Lee of this Fine was identical with, or the son and heir of. Sir 
John de la Lee, living in 1297. That he was at some time a 
Knight, there can be no question. The Return called the Nomina 
VtUarum, made in pursuance of a Royal Order of March 1316, 
returns him as John du Lee and as Lord of Birinton.^^ As John 
de Lee, Knight, he made a Quitclaim to Haughmond Abbey of a 
parcel of land in Hadnall, his deed being dated at Biriton on Sep- 
tember 24, 1317.^^ We are fortunate in having a memorandum of 
an Assize held at Ludlow in December 1317, wherein most of the 
names concerned in the Fine of 1314 recur, and whereby we learn 
more of the actual relations of the parties to that Fine than its 
technical phraseology could have taught us. Li the said Assize 
Hugh de Byriton, Clerk, is opposed to John de Lee and Alice his 
wife ; to Thomas, son of Alice ; to Isabella, daughter of John du Lee, 
and Petronilla her sister ; and to OUver, son of Alice du Lee, and 
Alice, Oliver's wife.^ So then, John du Lee Senior and Alice Boterel 
were man and wife ; — and their children were John, Thomas, Oliver, 
Petronilla, and Isabella; but why the said children should be thus 
variously described, onewhile by their Other's, onewhile by their mo- 
ther's name, I cannot understand, nor do I see why the Fine of 1314 
should have named Alice Boterel and Alice wife of John du Lee as 
if they were two persons, when in teuct they were identical. To 
continue ; — in 13 Edw. II (1319-20) John du Lee Senior was de- 
ceased, and I have a note of an agreement which was then arrived at 
between ^' Thomas son of Thomas du Lee and Alice widow of John 
du Lee, late Lord of Biriton,'^ in which agreement ^' John de la 
Lee, Thomas, Oliver, Petronilla, and Ysabella are named as sons 
and daughters of the said Alioe.^'^ We know not what lands were 
affected by this agreement, but it is evident that at this time there 


« ParUamentary Writi, IV, 898. 

^ Haugbmond Ghartulary : TU, Ha- 
denball. 

9S For this and most of the foUowing 
extracts relating to the Lees of Shropshire, 
and also for many yaluable bints in eluci- 


dating a subject of the most complex 
difficulty, I am indebted to William 
Hardy, Esq. (Supra, Vol. HI, p. 102, 
note 74.) 
^ Harleian MSS. 1396, fo. 253. 
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was much negotiation between the Lees of Berrington and Hadnall 
on the one part^ and their relations the Lees of Stanton-Hyne- 
heath and Boden on the other. Thomas, son of Thomas dn Lee- 
(party to this agreement), was of the latter House. He was, in 
fact, younger brother of Sir John de la Lee of Boden, and was 
nephew of John de la Lee, late Lord of Berrington. 

There is a Deed quoted as having passed in 16 Edw. II, that is, 
between July 1322 and July 1323, whereby ^^ John du Lee, Lord of 
Byriton, gave to Thomas his son that land in the Manor of Stanton 
which was called Okehurst, and which Oliver the Grantor's Brother 
had held.''^ The question is. Who was this Grantor? Was it 
John son and heir of John du Lee of Berrington (deceased in 
1319-20), or John son and heir of Thomas du Lee of Boden and 
Stanton (deceased in 1318) ? It is as difficult to account for the 
former granting in Stanton as for the latter styling himself Lord of 
Berrington. To increase the difficulty, it is positively certain that 
each John had a brother Oliver ; but it is not known which of them 
had a son Thomas. My own belief is, that John du Lee of Boden 
had at this time acquired from his Cousin, or otherwise, the pro- 
minent interest in Berrington. I back this belief by a Fine, dated 
Nov. 18, 1323, which shows John du Lee of Boden intent on 
making an acquisition in Berrington, in fact, buying up one of the 
four shares. The Fine was levied at York between John son of 
Thomas de la Lee, Chivaler, (Plaintiff, through his Attorney, Thomas 
de Buryton), and Stephen, son of Thomas de Felton and Sibil his 
wife (Deforciants), of one messuage, one carucate of land, six acres 
of meadow, and the moiety of a Mill in Buryton, whereof was Flea, 
etc. Stephen and Sibil acknowledged the Plaintiff's right as arising 
by their own grant, — ^to hold to the Plaintiflb, of the Lords of the 
Fee, with warranty from the Deforciants and the Heirs of Stephen. 
For this the Phdntiff gave 20 merks. By a Charter, dated at 
Boden in 1 Edw. Ill, 1327-8, John du Lee, Chivaler, gives to 
Maud his daughter, for the term of her life, all the lands and 
tenements which he had bought from Stephen de Felton. 

A Subridy-RoU of the year 1332 gives the following as assessed 
under Berrington, viz. John de Lee, 2s.; Thomas de Lee, Is.; 
Oliver de Lee, Sd, This John de Lee I take to have been not the 
Lord of Boden and Berrington, but the once heir of the latter 
Manor, reduced to the position of a common Freeholder. In short, 
in these three persons we have, I doubt not, the three sons of John 

3« Harleian MSS. 1896, fo. 268. 
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de Lee and Alice Botterel^ mentioned in the Fine of 1314 and the 
agreement of 1319-20. In January 1333^ Thomas son of John de 
la Lee^ Thomas son of Thomas de la Lee, and Isabella daughter of 
John de Baskerville, are collectively sued by John de Baskerville 
for disseizing him of a tenement in Eaton Mascott. During th^ 
progress of this cause, Oliver de Lee appears as Surety for Thomas 
son of John de Lee, that is, I presume, for his own brother, whose 
son (Thomas son of Thomas) seems to have been the real Defendant 
in the cause. I shall recur to this subject under Eaton Mascott. 
Of the three brothers, John, Thomas, and Oliver, as Tenants at 
Berrington, I find nothing more, unless it were John de la Lee, the 
elder of them, whose widow Johanna was impleaded in March 1346, 
by Thomas de Lee of Berrington, for di9seizin in Berrington. If 
so, I am doubtful whether the Prosecutor in this case was the still 
sorviTing Brother of John de Lee or the son of that Brother. This 
branch of the Lees, though undoubtedly the eldest, seems gradually 
to have fallen into obscurity. 

I now return to Maud de la Lee, whose Father John de la Lee 
(Lord of Stanton, Boden, and Berrington) had given her a life estate 
at Berrington in 1327-8. She was surviving in 1378-9, and then, 
as Matilda widow of John Lyle, released to B;obert de Lee, Lord of 
Boden, the residue of her interest in such estate. This B;obert de 
Lee was her Oreat-Nephew, that is, son of John, son of John, son 
of John, father of Matilda. Robert de Lee of Boden married Petro- 
nilla daughter and sole heir of Roger de Lee of Langley, which 
Roger was Cousin in the fourth degree to his daughter's husband. 
In 1397-8 a Fitz-Alan Feodary records Robert de Lee as holding 
Stanton by two knights^-fees and Berrington by half a fee of that 
Barony. He married Petronilla before 1401, and they had a son, 
Ralph, bom in 1404. In 7 Henry YI (1428-9) Robert de Lee was 
probably deceased, for then William Beistan (I think a Feofiee-in- 
trust) empowers an Attorney to give seizin, to Ralph Lee son of 
Robert Lee, of a messuage and 3 virgates in Biriton. But Petro- 
nilla, Ralph^s Mother, was still Lady of the Manor of Berrington, 
having it, I suppose, in dower. In 17 Henry VI (1438-9) she 
leases to her son Ralph the Manor of Byritone with its appur- 
tenances for the term of her life. Petronilla died on March 12, 
1442, seized of one-third of Lai^ley, which of course descended to 
her son Ralph. On March 25, 1445, we find Ralph Lee, Esq., 
taking an eighty years' lease under Richard, Abbot of Haughmond, 
of part of the Abbot's Berrington estate, viz. ^' of a messuage and 
VI. 6 
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garden^ — ^parcel of the half-rirgate which Helewisa daughter of 
Hamo de Sancto Bemigio gave to the Abbey^ and of a croft^ — 
parcel of the virgate which John le Strange gave to the Abbey/' 
The reserved rent was iOd. Ralph Lee died on Dec. 5^ 1479^ bat 
at some time previous to his decease he seems to have made a dis* 
position of his estates by the usual method of granting them to 
Feoffees-in-trust. I can only find an abstract of the Counter-Deed 
of these presumed Feoffees, and which does not declare any further 
uses or remainders than that '^ Bichard Wdde^ Chaplain, and James 
Bydley granted to Ralph Lee of Langley, Esq., and Isabella his 
wife, daughter of the said James Rydley, all messuages, lands, eto.^ 
which the said Richard and Ralph had in the Yills of Hatalles, 
Ruckley, Halghton (Haughton, near Hadnall), Roden, Acton Bur* 
nell, and Buryton." This Deed, if such it is, purports to be dated 
in 19 Edward IV (1479-80), which I find hard to reconcUe with 
the statements given in the Inquest on Ralph Lee's death. The 
Jurors said that the said Balph died seized of the Manor of MucKe 
Longley (Langley is meant), held in capite, by one-fourth of a 
knighf s-fee ; also, that TViUiam Mitton, Esq., and John BronUowe, 
having been lately seized (in trust, I presume) of the Manor of 
Buryton, had entailed the same on Balph and Isabella and the heirs 
of their bodies, with remainder to the right heirs of Balph ; — also^ 
that iBsibeliA predeceased Balph, and that Balph died seized of the 
Manor in fee-tail, it being held of John, Earl of Arundel, by un-* 
known services^ lastly, that Petronilla, Balph's Mother, being 
seized in her lifetime of the Muiors of Boden and Stanton, had 
given them (in trust, I presume) to John Massy and others, and 
that Bichard Lee, Esq., now forty years of age, was son and heir of 
both Balph and Isabella. 

If I am to reconcile these statements, it must be in this way ; — 
that the messuages and lands in Berrington spoken of in the Deed 
were distinct from the Manor of Berrington spoken of in the In- 
quest; — that Balph had two wives, both named Isabella, the first 
being mother of his son Bichard, the second, Isabella Bydley, she 
who was provided for in the Deed of 19 Edward IV. This appears 
more probable from a further note which asserts Isabella, Widow 
of Balph Lee, to occur in 20 Edward IV (1480-1) . 

Of Undertenants in Berrington I have little more to add, except 
as regards a family which took its name from the place. In 1203 
Bobert and Boger de Biritone were Sureties in a suit against Boger 
Sprenghose of Longnor. In 1253 Hugh and Nicholas de Byriton 
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were Jurors in a Smethoott Inquest. At the Inquest of 1255 
Nicholas de Biritone was a Juror for Condover Hundred^ and Hugh 
de Biritone occupied a similar position at the Assizes of 1256. 
Hugh de Byriton occurs in an Essaign of 1262^ and also as being 
amerced half a merk by Justioes-of-the-Forest for non-production 
of one whose appearance he had guaranteed. He was father of 
John de Byrinton^ presently to be mentioned. In 1267 Richard 
de Berington is amerced half a merk for unjust detention, Thomas 
de Byriton was Juror in an important cause in 1272. Nicholas de 
Byriton was Juror for the Hundred in 1274^ and appears as a Be- 
garder of the King^s Forests^ in 1285. He it was^ I thinks who has 
occurred to us as a Grantee in Northwood (near Stottesden) at the 
dose of the Century, and who, in 1310-1, disposed of his lands 
there. John de Byrinton occurs on a local Jury in 1283, and at 
the Assizes of 1292 John de Byriton chose the Jury for Condover 
Hundred.^* He occurs again in 1307-8. Hugh de Byriton, Clerk, 
occurs in 1817, William de Biritone is named in a Wilderhope en- 
tail of 1321,^ and Thomas de Burytone as an Attorney in 1323. 
The latter was apparently son of John de Byriton, living in 1292 
and 1307, for on May 23, 1333, Nicholas, Abbot of Haughmond, 
leases to Thomas son of John de Bireton a messuage and half- 
vii^te in Bireton, and a messuage, half-virgate, and Mill in Eton 
Mascott, all which had been held by the Lessee's Father, to hold 
to the Lessee for life, to Mary bis wife for life, and to Thomas their 
eldest son for life, at a rent of £%. 6«. ^d. Witnesses, — Richard de 
Eton ; Nicholas de Harley, Clerk ; William de Smethcote, etc.^^ 

Haughmond Fee. — Of this estate, consisting of a virgate and 
half of land, I have few other direct notices than have been already 
recited. Richard Bumell, Abbot of Haughmond, by an Ordinance 
dated Sept. 29, 1459, annexes all rents, receivable by his House 
jfrom Biriton, to the Salary of the Claustral Prior .^ Ralph Lee's 
lease of a part of this estate will have expired in 1525, that is some 
years before the Dissolution. Nevertheless none of the Great 
Registers of Monastic property, which I am so frequently quoting, 
allude to this estate. Its profits are probably sunk in some other 
item of account, or omitted, as being appropriated to the Prior. 

White-Ladies' Fee. — By whose grant an estate at Berrington 
devolved to the White Nuns of Brewood I cannot say. They were 
in possession as early as 1221, and in 1535-6 they retained 8«. 

» • » Supra, VoL IV. pp. 175, 102. I Castle) ; Tit. Eton-Marscote. 
^ naughmond Chartulory (at Sundorn I ® Monasticon^ VI, 112, No. xi. 
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annual rent in Beryton." The Ministers* Accounts of 1536-7 
repeat this asset as ferm of land in Bereton.^ 


BERELNGTON CHUECH. 

This was I think a Saxon Foundation. At all events it existed 
before Domesday, when we are told that both the Church and 
Priest of Beritune were in the tenure of St. Peter's Abbey at 
Shrewsbury, Within eight years after Domesday we have Earl 
Soger's Charter to that Abbey in wonderful consistency with the 
nobler Record. It confirms as a grant of Guarin^ Sheriff^ ''the 
Church of Benton with the tithe of the same Vill." The Charters 
of William I, Henry I, Stephen, Henry II and Henry III, all con- 
firm the grant. Among Episcopal confirmations, Roger de Clinton's 
Charter names the Church of Brugton and a pension of 24s., 
Walter Durdenfs names the Church and the tithe of the ViD of 
Biriton, and Richard Peche's names the pension of 24». Arch- 
bishop Peckham's Confirmation, in 1280, ratifies the same pension. 

In Hilary Term 1226 Roger la Zouche was suing the Abbot of 
Shrewsbury for the Advowson of Berington, as well as the Manor 
of Betton.^^ The Pleadings as to the Advowson are not extant. I 
suppose Roger la Zouche's claim was similar to his claim of the 
Advowson of Tong i^ few years previous,'* and that he failed in 
both cases. Whatever right of presentation to Berrington may 
have been asserted by Roger la Zouche's ancestors, I presume that 
the original ground thereof was in some of the many transactions 
which had taken place between the Abbot of Shrewsbury, on the 
one hand, and Richard de Belmeis, Bishop of London, or his 
Nephew Philip, on the other. These transactions belonged to the 
reign of Henry I, and we shall see, under Betton, that of a part of 
them there was no Record in the time of Henry III, in fact that 
they were totally misrepresented in the Law-Courts of that reign. 

In 1274 the Jurors of Condover Hundred reported how Ber- 
rington Church had been broken open and the clothes of Richard 
de Bath stolen therefrom by Alice de Haumon. The culprit had 
been lodged in Shrewsbury Gaol, but had escaped without trial by 
presenting a Cow to William de Munslow (he was an Officer under 
Robert Trillek, Under-Sheriff to Ralph de Mortimer). Alice and 


» Valor BcoleaiaHiow, III, 198. 
» MonasHoan, V, 731. 


«» PlacUa, Hil. Term, 10 Hen. TIT, m. 1. 
» Vide aupra, VoL II, pp. 247-260. 
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Iter husband^ Nicholas^ further menaced Richard de Bath m life 
and limb, and with arson?^ 

The Tcueation of 1291 informs us that the Church of Byryhton 
in Salop Deanery was worth £5. 9«. 44. per annum, over and above 
the Pensions payable out of the same. These Pensions were that 
of 24#. to Shrewsbury Abbey^ and one of great magnitude and 
undoubted antiquity^ but of which we now hear for the first time^ 
viz. jE6. 13«. 4d. (the full half of the gross Revenue)^ to the Ca- 
thedral Church of Lichfield.** Now this Pension was not a bribe 
given by the Monks of Shrewsbury to any Bishop of Lichfield in 
return for a License to appropriate; for Berrington Church was 
not then^ and has never been since^ appropriated. It is a Rectory 
to this day. My belief is that this pension was part of a very early 
but unrecorded exchange between the Abbey of Shrewsbury and 
the Church of Lichfield^ and that another result of this exchange 
was that the Manor of Betton^ which at Domesday belonged to the 
See of Lichfield^ belonged ever afterwards to the Monks of Shrews- 
bury. Now Great Betton was in the Parish of Berrington. 

In 1841 the Assessors of the Ninth quoted the Church-Taxation 
of Byriton at 20 merks (£13. 6s. Sd,), which was quite correct. 
They assessed the Parish only at £8. ISs. ^d. to the Ninth, because 
the following items not computable in the Ninth formed part of 
the Church-Taxation^ viz. Glebe^ 40«. ; Oblations^ Small-Tithes and 
Hay-Tithes, £S. 6s. 8d. ; Tithes of three Mills, 10s. In the Ninth 
thus ascertained, the Assessors certified that the Abbot of Shrews- 
bury's Temporalities in the Parish were included.?^ By this they 
meant the land which had at a previoTis period constituted the 
Glebe of Condover Church, and also whatever the Abbot may have 
held in demesne at Betton, Brompton, or Cantlop. 

The Valor of 1534-5 names Richard Bromhall as Rector of Byr- 
rynton, and values the Church in gross at £20. Vis. per annum. 
The Pensions to Lichfield Cathedral and Shrewsbury Abbey were 
still chargeable on this Income. The Procurations were 6^. Sd. 
and the Synodals 6s. But besides, a Pension of 30s. was payable 
to the Abbot of Haughmond, all which charges reduced the Rectory 
to a net value of £10. I2s.^ 

The Pension to Haughmond Abbey here mentioned may, I be- 
lieve, be thus accounted for. The Abbot had, by a very ancient 
grant, the tithes of the demesne of Eaton Mascott, which was in 


3» Sot. Hundred. II, 92. 

*• Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 247. 


^ Inquig. Nonarunty p. 183. 

^ Valor JEcclesiastious, III, 184, 189. 
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Berrington Pariah. This right, or the greater part of it, the Abbot 
seems to have surrendered to the Rector of Berrington, in exchange 
for a Pension of 80«. chargeable on Berrington Rectory. This ar- 
rangement was probably made in or before the fifteenth Century. 
Abbot Bumell^s Ordinance of Sept. 29, 1459, alludes to this pen- 
sion, but not in very distinct terms. It seems to me that the 
Abbot then allotted 20^. thereof to the Salary of the Claustral 
Prior and 10^. to the Salary of the Sub-Prior of Haughmond, 
reserving the balance of the tithes of Eaton Mascott (that is, what- 
ever part thereof was not commuted into a Pension) to himself.^ 
Thomas, Abbot of Haughmond, in his declaration for the Volar 
of 1535-6, makes no mention of the Tithes of Eaton Mascott nor 
of the Pension which mainly represented the same. This omission 
is usual where a particular item of Revenue was specifically allotted 
to the Officers of a Convent. However, the Ministers' Accounts of 
1541-2 give among the Assets of the Dissolved Abbey the follow- 
ing item,— 

Eytan Market, Fvrma decimarum, £2.^ 

Here we have, I doubt not, the Tithes of Eaton Mascott, though 
80s. of the sum should rather have been described as a Pension 
than a Ferm. 


EARLY INCUMBENTS. 


Andrew, Priest of Biriton, who attests a Pitchford Grant before 
1172,** may possibly have been Rector of this Church. 

Hugh de Hotot, Rector of Byrington, has the Episcopal 
License, dated June 30, 1301, to attend the Schools for five years* 
He was ordained Subdeacon on Dec. 23 following.^ 

Edmund de Portlaunde, Clerk, was instituted to this Rectory 
March 30, 1305, on presentation of the Abbot and Convent of 
Salop. The Bishop's Letters reserve the pensions of 10 merks and 
24s. payable respectively to the Chapter of Lichfield and the Abbey 
of Shrewsbury.^ 

Simon de Cotenham, Priest, was instituted August 14, 1306, 
on a similar presentation and upon like conditions.^^ On Dec. 17, 
1309, this Rector has license to set his Church to ferm to Hugh de 
Byriton for one year,*^ and on March 3, 1314, he has a two years* 
license to study .*^ 


^ Monasticon, YI, 112, Num. xi. 

* Ibidem, p. 114. 

» Supra, Vol. I, p. 358. 


« Regist. Langton, fos. 23-b, 95-b. 
« Ibidem, fos. 19, 19-b, 64-b, 67. 
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Richard^ Rector of Bjnryton, for whom^ on July 7, 1326, the 
; Bishop of Worcester obtains a similar license/^ was probably 

[ identical with — 

Sir Richard db Stafford, who died July 29, 1849. On 
^ January 5, 1350, the Bishop admitted — 

I Henry de HXrley, Priest. This was on the usual presentation 

& of the Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury ; but Harley covenants to 

i resign if the Bishop should be put to trouble by any one in conse- 

t quence of admitting him.** Harley exchanged preferments with — 

Stephen de Chelaston, late Incumbent of the Chantry of St. 
J Andrew in Lichfield Cathedral. Chelaston was instituted to Ber- 

p rington, Nov. 9, 1352, the aforesaid pensions being again specifically 

r reserved.** On May 14, 1358, the Abbey of Shrewsbury being 

J vacant. King Edward III presented — 

William de Drayton to Berrington.*^ Again on Nov. 22, 1361, 
the King, on a similar ground, presented— 
Adam de Eyton, Priest, to this Rectory.^ 
William Amyas, Priest, on March 7, 1374, resigns this Rec- 
tory, having exchanged preferments with — 

Richard db Ercalwe, Priest, Vicar of Aldelym (Lichf. Dioc). 
Patrons — the Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury. On Oct. 25, 
1374, Ercalwe again exchanges with — 
Roger de Aston, late Rector of Little Ercall. 
Richard de Lyndeseye, Rector of Berrington, had his Title 
confirmed by the King, May 9, 1376. 

Sir John Chirch, Rector of Berrington, died in 1379, when 
on Dec. 21 — 

William de Drayton, Priest, was instituted at presentation of 
King Richard II, who also issued a Writ of prohibition against the 
counter-claim of one — 

William de Hopton. The latter, whose title seems to have 
been founded on Apostolick, that is Papal, authority, sued Drayton 
in Court Christian for depriving him of this Church. A King^s 
Writ of March 20, 1382, revokes the prohibition against Hopton 
and issues in lieu thereof a Writ of Constdtation ; but how the rival 
claims were adjusted I cannot say. One — 

Adam db Eyton is again mentioned as Rector of Berrington 
in 1386.** 

« Regiflt. Northbm^, fos. 5-b, 226, l « FatetU, 32, 85 Edw. III. 
227-b. I ^ Blakeway'8 MSS. 
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Leaving to the notes an explanation of one or two expressions in 
the above passage^ I will here attend to its more important sig- 
nificancies. — 

All that I have said under Berrington^ relative to Manors held 
by Azo, as Baiuald^s Tenant at Domesday, holds good with respect 
to Azo's Manor of Lege, if we identify that Manor with the Longe^ 
noire of the thirteenth century and the Longnor of a later date. 
Under any other hypothesis than that these Manors are identical, 
we cannot instance any modem Manor which will aptly represent 
the Domesday Lege, nor can we fix upon any probable Domesday 
type for the modem Manor of Longnor. By analogy, therefore, 
and by the Proof negative, we are entitled to assume that the Lege 
of Domesday is now represented by Longnor. But what was it, then, 
that Domesday alludes to as the Caput of this Manor ? Where was 
that Inland and ungeldable estate which Roger Venator held, not 
under Bainald the Sherifi^, but under the Norman Earl ? Analogy 
again directs us to look for some estate in this quarter held in later 
times by the Barons of Pulverbatch (Roger Yenator's representa- 
tives), and so held, not under Fitz Alan, but in capUe of the Crown. 
This research I leave to the sequel. As regards Longnor itself, the 
first notice which I have thereof subsequent to Domesday , is in Azo 
Bigot^s grant of half a hide there to Shrewsbury Abbey. In this 
instance the place is variously written as Langanara or Longanalra, 
Azo Bigot, as I have already explained, was identical with the Azo 
of Domesday, Other particulars of him and his descendants I have 
given under Abdon.^ As to the estate at Longnor thus acqtdred 
by Shrewsbury Abbey, that must form the subject of a future and 
distinct notice. 

I think it very possible that, like Berrington, Longnor was in- 
volved in the Knight's Fee which, in 1165, was held by Hamo de 
Sancto Remigio, under Fitz Alan. At all subsequent periods, how- 
ever, of which I treat, Fitz Alan's immediate Tenant here was the 
elder House of Le Strange; and the Stranges were Mesne Lords 
over the Family of Sprencheaux, who were ihe tenants-in-fee. Of 
this Family I now proceed to speak. 

Alric Sfbencheaux, otherwise known as Albic de Lonoenalba 
or Eylrig de Wesseleg (i. e. Westley), has already been named 
as a Grantee of King Henry II in the Manor of Condover.' I 
find Eilric and Gilbert de Wesseleg attesting a grant to Haugh- 
mond Abbey, which probably passed between 1158 and 1172, and 

» Supns VoL IV, pp. 127, 128. [ • Supra^ pp. 26, 26. 
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which concerned a Mill on the Condover Brook^ near Allfield. Be- 
tween the years 1169 and 1176^ Alric de Longenahray with Ralph, 
his son^ and Robert^ his nephew^ attest a Charter of Peter, Prior 
of Wenlocky which shall be given under Hnghley. Before 1183 
Alric Sprencheanx seems to have been succeeded by his son and 
heir, — 
I Roger Sfrengheaux (1), for it must be the latter who, as JL 

Sprenshose^ attests Bishop Peche's appropriation of Lee Botwood 

Chapel to Haughmond Abbey. On March 12th, 1185, one of the 

1 1 earliest Fines on Record was levied at Woodstock, before Ranulph 

de Glanvill and other Barons and Justiciars of Henry II. This Fine 
was between the Abbot and Convent of Hagemon on the one hand, 
and Roger Sprengehose on the other, concerning certain land and 
Bosc lying between Lega (Lee Botwood) and Langenore, whereof 
there had been Plea in the Curia Regis. The agreement was, that 
Sprengehose should hold the premises in dispute, under the Abbot 
and Convent, for his life, and at a rent of 6^ . per annum, payable at 
Michaelmas. After his death his heirs should hold the premises 
under the Abbot and Convent, in fee and inheritance, and should 
be quit of the said rent of 6#. But the Abbot was to have, together 
with the body of the said Roger (when deceased), all the Mill of 
Langenore, wholly and for ever, and as fully as Roger had himself 
held it; — ^was also to have a third part of the live-stock of the said 
Roger. But the Wood aforesaid was to be so far in common as 
that either contracting party should take therefirom things necessary 
to his own use. They were also to divide the profits and pannage 
thereof equally. The future boundary of the land and bosc in 
dispute was lastly settled to be this. — From Bottestret to the stank 
of Langenore MUl, and from Fulefen to Bavenesac, and so on to 
Noteleg (Netley), and so along the Sichet to the boundaries of 
Smedicot (Smethcott), and to High BudingJ 

About this time I find Roger Sprengehose attesting a Charter of 

his seigneural Lord, John le Strange 11.^ I also find that he was 

a Tenant in the Fee of Pulverbatch. It will have been before the year 

I 1189 (because apparently in her husband's lifetime), that ''Emma 

I de Pulverbatch, wife of Sir Herbert de Castello, gave to Haughmond 

i{ Abbey 8 shillings rent which Roger de Wesseleg was used to pay 

yearly out of his land. Witnesses, William de Botereaux, Robert 


7 Harleum MSB., 446. Quftrteni, 12, I " Haughmond Chartulary : lU, Bt^ 
fo. 3. I derton. 
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de GirroB. Emma de Pnlyerbatch, apparently when a Widow, and 
if 80, between 1189 and 1198, further increased this grant. She 
gaye the land which Soger de Wesseleg held in Pulverbatch, 
together with all his services, for maintenance of the lights before 
the High Altar of the Church of Haughmond. Witnesses, Bar- 
tholomew de Girros, Martin fitz William.* 

So then, Boger de Wesseleg, alias Roger Spencheaux, was Tenant 
not only of Lognor under Le Strange, but also of something now 
(1189-93) reputed to be in Pulverbatch. We have, I doubt not, in 
these combined tenures a reflex of that mixed status which, a century 
before, Domesday had described when treating of the Manor of 
Lege. The Seigneury of each tenure remained distinct, just as 
analogy would have led us to expect, but the two were held by a 
Feoffee in common. Something then in the direction of Pulverbatch 
must be taken to have been the . Inland Caput of the Domesday 
Manor of Lege. The only difS.culty is, that the Deed last quoted 
states Boger Wessd^s tenure to be in Pulverbatch itself. This 
is soon explained. The Domesday Manor of Pulverbatch was only 
two hides. In 1255 it had grown to be^t;e hides. This was clearly 
owing to the intermediate annexation of a considerable territory 
which Domesday had treated as distinct from Pulverbatch. I shall 
say more of this transfer under Pulverbatch. Here it is sufficient 
to have accounted for part of the increase, and to have shown what 
probably became of Boger Yenator's Inland tenement in the Manor 
of Lege, 

At the Assizes of 1203 we have Boger Sprenghose as a Knight 
and as a Juror in causes of Orand Assize, At the Forest-Iter of 
March 1209 he is named, apparently as having had to do with the 
assessment of some former imbladements within Regard of the Long 
Forest. He himself was among the assessed. It was probably at a 
late period of his life that Boger Sprenghose came to an agreement 
with Haughmond Abbey which materisJly altered the terms of the 
Fine of 1185. This agreement, ^'made in the full County-Court 
of Salop,'^ but not attested by witnesses, describes the Wood as 
" the Bosc of Lega {i.e. Lee Botwood) and Longenolre, which is 
called Mutlewood/^^^ The Abbot and Sprenghose now divide it 
equally between them. Each party was to do what he liked with 
his share, but if Sprenghose should assart the whole of his, then 
neither he nor his men were to have any right of common in the 

* Haughmond Ghartulaiy : 2Xt. Pul- I ^^ This name is still extant in Mickle- 
Twebeohe. I wood Lodge. 
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Abbot's part. The Wood thus divided was bounded as follows : — 
&om Muttehesel down along a trench to a great alder-tree whidi 
stood at the extremity of John Brito's Assart ; thence through the 
field of Longenhoke and of Dodinton (Dorrington) to the Sichet 
of Neteleg, and thence up along the Sichet to Rudingenord^ tbence 
along Rudingway to Muttehesel aforesaid. The subdivisions agreed 
upon here follow^ but are not worth transcribing^ except that they 
mention the Assart of Bichard de Seinton. The part towards 
1 ! Budingeway was to remain to the Abbot ; that towards the field of 

V ^.'] Logenhoke to Sprenghose. Beservation is made of an indepen- 

i ii dent grant which Sprenghose had given to the Abbey^ viz. a strip 

of Sprenghose's own wood, three perches in width, and, in length, 
as £Eur as the said wood abutted on the field of L^a (Lee Botwood). 
Both parties sealed the agreement.^^ 

At the Assizes of November 1221 it was recorded that Roger 
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i I Sprenghos, having served the office of Coroner for the County, 

\ ii was deceased. His son and heir was amerced 20s. by the Justices, 

for not appearing to answer for the term of his Father's ofiSce. 
Thomas de Lege was surety for this Fine ; Bobert de Wudecot 
was surety for another Fine which — 

BooEB Sprenghose (II) incurred at the same Assizes for with- 
drawing a suit of novel disseizin which he had against William 
Hunfiaund, concerning a tenement in Lowenalre. 

There is nothing in the style or the testing clause of the following 
agreement which does not tally with the idea that it was a compo- 
sition made out of Court, soon after the Assizes of 1221, and which 
i^\ in fact put a stop to the litigation just alluded to. The names 

Hunfiaund and Hunald are similar enough to be identical. — 
Sciant presentes etjuttai quod Jubc est finaUs concordia facta inter 
Rogerum Sprehinghose tenentem et Willelmum Hunald petentem, 
scilicet quodRogerus tenens et WUlelmus petens in taliformd conve- 
nerunty quod Rogero remanebit dimidia pars nemoris de coqperto, 
scilicet ilia pars apud Harlyd et Lallelyd per istas divisas, scilicet 
de volatu quod fait Roberti fiUi Alwredi antravers Sullakemor per 
trancheum usque ad Kusibroc ad vadum de Benetleya et deinde Kusy- 
broc acontrewale usque ad trancheum desuper locum qui diciiur 
Thuaheth et deinde trancheum usque ad grossam quercum qu4B stat 
ad Acysvey, et deinde Acyswey ascendendo usque ad Hewehtsty et 
deinde Hewehtsty usque adLude, et post de Lude-Sparkeheswey usque 
a la fose qtue est opposita exteriori comelse assarti fValteri Luctoris, 

*^ Harlaian MSS. ut supra. 


ii ' II 


R. 


M' 


k 


■I 


LONGNOB. 53 

et de comerd Watteri Luctoris contrewal La Hate de Frodesley usque 
ad predictum volatum guod Juii Roberti filii Abrredi ; et volatum 
illud remanebit Rogero Sprehinghose cum predicto bosco, tenendum 
et habendum guiete et Ubere in omnibus libertatibus, Rogero et here- 
dibus suisy sine aligud reclamacione WiUelmi vel heredum suorum in 
posterum. Et predicto R. et heredibus suis remanebunt duo assarta 
et unum pratum sciUcet Sweheleya et Bereleye et Keupmedue^ qua 
continentur it^a boscum WiUelmi Hunald. Et quarta pars de toto 
campo undejuit contencio remanebit Rogero et heredibus per divisas 
et habundas qua facta sunt inter eos, salvo predicto fV. Hunald 
bruelto desuper Togthesleye, qui ei remanebit inperpetuum sine recla- 
macione Rogeri. Et predictus Rogerus et heredes sui voluntatem 
suam facient de bosco suo, libere sicut placuerit eis et melius sedit, 
ita quod WiUelmus nee heredes sui aliquam habebunt communam in 
predicto bosco, nee de pessone nee de vivo bosco nee de mortuo, nisi 
tantum pasturam tterbagii in cooperto ; et extra boscum, nuliam 
habebunt communam de herbagio, Et sciendum est quod predicta 
assarta, Swetheky et Berreley et pratum quod vocatur Chepmedue 
continentur infra quartam partem campi qua remanet Rogero et 
heredibus suis. Ut hac autemfinalis concordia majoris firmitatis 
robur optineat, WiUelmus confirmavit scriptum quod habet Rogerus 
impressione sigilli sui, et R. confirmavit scriptum quod habet WiUd^ 
mus impressione sigUli sui Hits testibus, — Domino Johanne fiUo 
Alani ; Domino Johanne Extraneo, et Domino Johanne filio suo ; 
Hamundo Extraneo ; WUlelmo de Hetleya ; Ricardo de Middelhope ; 
Hugone Anglico ; Eustado de Wytteneh ; Rogero de Furds ; Regi- 
naldo de Leya ; Hugone de Leya ; et muUis alOs}^ 

On February 9^ 1222^ a Fine was levied at Westminster between 
Alan Martell, Master of the Templars (Brother Hugh de Stocton 
being his Attorney) and Roger Springehos ; — concerning common 
rights in the Bosc of Litlegh (Lydley). The Master complained 
that Roger required the same right of common in the Bosc afore- 
said as he (the Master) had in Roger's land, whilst Roger performed 
no such service to the Master as would entitle him to such a right. 
The Fine was, that the Master gave up to Roger one-third (saving 
12 acres) of the said Bosc, viz. that part which reached from the 
''dyke of Kemeshall to Wisebroc, and thence to Hevedsti, and 
onwards to the dyke which was under the alder marked with a 
cross"; — to hold to Roger and his heirs, in demesne, under the 
Master and Brethren for ever, at a rent of lid. Roger, in return, 

^ Charteop in posseisioii of Edward Gorbett, Esq., of Longnor. 
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Sprenghoee, Lord of Longenholre/' he confirmed to the Abbot of 
Hanghmond his Father's agreement as to the division of the Bosc 
of Mittelwode^ guU-claimng in addition^ for himself and heirs^ all 
right of any kind within L^a in Botwode^ or within the Abbof s 
boundaries towards Lega. His Charter specifically releases all right 
of cwnmon, (Such a rights it will be remembered, his Father's 
Agreement had retained in the Abbotts share of the divided Bosc.) 
In retnm, the Abbot and Convent allowed him, whenever he chose^ 
to assart his own share of the said Boso^ saving to them and to their 
Chapel of Lega (Lee Botwood) all tithes arising from such assarted 
places, *^ because that previously to the said Partition (by his Father) 
the Abbot and Convent had the whole ground in their possession/' 
The Charter further allows to the Abbot and his men of Lega 
common pasture for all their animals throughout Roger's whole 
Manor of Longenholre; also Roger qtUt-claims all right to the 
Moor near the Abbot's Mill of Longenholre, all which moor, to- 
gether with the Alder-copse and all rights of road, the Abbot and 
Convent were henceforth to enjoy unreservedly. Witnesses, — John 
fitz Alan, John le Strange, Vivian de Boshale, John Honald, Wil- 
liam de Draiton, Thomas de Stratton, and Roger de Smethcot.^^ 

The Forest Perambulation of 1235 has two allusions to Longnor. 

" The Bosc of Wimbrinton (Womerton) had been much wasted 
of old time, and trees had been &llen there and given for repairs at 
Shrewsbury and Stretton Castles, and to Roger Sprengehos to for- 
tify his House at Langenalre, and this was by Precept of Hugh de 
NeviQ, then Justice of the Forests." 

Again, the Commissioners had '^ taken Fiew of the two Boscs of 
Langenalre. These were well kept, but, in the Bosc of * * *, Roger 
Sprengoles had in the time of liberty ^^ cut two trenches, and since the 
time of liberty he had assarted them/' that is^ I presume, the land 
which they encompassed. 

In 1240 we have the inaccurate but easily amended Record^ 
which I have already quoted under Berrington, viz. that of the fees 
of Hugh de Kilpec, Roger Sprinchose and the heirs of Hugh le 
Strange held one fee in Biriton and Longelom. The fact probably 
was, that Roger Sprenghose held half a fee in Longnor, and the 
heirs of Hugh le Strange half a fee in Berrington, under John 
le Strange (III), who held under John fitz Alan (11). That the 


u Harleiaii MSB. 446. Quatem XII, 
fos. 8 and 4. 


>* Fm20 supra, YoL m, p. 216, note 6. 
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Marscote^ Richard Burnel of Langeley^ William de Stepleton^ and 
Philip de Smethcote.^® 

I should assign the same date to another Charter of ^^ Roger 
Sprenghose tertius^^ (as he styles himself), whereby he concedes 
and confirms the Mill of Longanolre to Haughmond Abbey. 
Witnesses, — Sir John le Strange, Sir Odo de Hodenet, Sir John 
de Erealewe, Sir John Fitz-Aer, Robert Corbet of Morton, Wil- 
liam Marscot, Richard de Eton, and William Champeneys of 
Doditon.«o 

Early in the year 1273 I find R, Sperughose (as his name is 
printed) in the important post of Constable of Montgomery. He 
writes to Walter de Merton, then Chancellor of England, to say 
that he had duly directed certain of his people to attend the Abbots 
of Haughmond and Dore on January 20th last, when those Com- 
missioners were appointed to go to the Ford beyond Montgomery, 
and there receive the oath of Fealty, due from Lewellyn ap Grufiyth, 
Prince of Wales, to Edward I, who had recently succeeded to the 
throne of England. ''The Commissioners,^' says the Constable, 
''waited at that Ford till long past noon, but Lewellyn neither 
came nor sent any message.^' ^^ Roger Sprenghose had custody of 
the Royal Manor of Stratton-dale (Church Stretton) from 21st 
October, 1273, till December 10, 1274; but he had the King's 
Order to give all the issues thereof to Hawise wife of Griffin ap 
Wenhunwin.^^ In 1275 Roger Sprenghose and Reginald de Leye 
were commissioned to assess the tax of the Fifteenth in the Counties 
of Salop and Stafford.^ 

In March 1276, Sir Roger Sprenghose was Foreman of the Jury 
which made Inquest on the estates of John le Strange deceased. 
From the year 1279 till May 1286 Sir Roger Sprengehose served 


'' The origioal Deed at Longnor has 
the Gbwitor's seal remaining, viz. a shield, 
charged with two Lions passant and a 
Label of three points. The Legend is 
S* BoGBBi Spbenghose, proving, hy the 
difference of a letter, that this seal was not 
the one used at a later period bjthe same 
person. This Seal is the one given among 
the ninstrations. 

This Deed gives A. as the initial letter 
of the cotemporary Abbot of Haghemon's 
name. It calls the meadow Herherdes- 
medewcy and the Grantor styles himself 
Rogerus le Saprenghose tertius, 

VI. 


» Harleian MS. 446, Quatem xii. 
fos. 1, 2. This Charter (except that it 
omits the word dedi before concesst) has 
all the appearance of an original Grant. 
It is in fiict nearly a verbal transcript of 
that Ghrant of the second Boger Spreng- 
hose, which passed about 1226. Later in 
life (as we shall see) Koger Sprenghose III 
adopted the much more intelligible course 
of inspecting^ reciting^ and confirming his 
Predecessor's Charter. 

«^ Fadera, I, 499. 

a Boi. Pip. 4 Edw. I, Salop. 

** ^t. Forinaecus. 
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elsewhere for some account of the state of life which these Devotees 
affected.2« 

I should here say a word about Sir Balph Sprenghose, brother 
of Sir Roger. He has already occurred to us under various dates 
from 1286 to 1316.2^ In a Deed which I shall have to refer to 
hereafter, his relationship to Sir Roger is expressly declared. 
Before I proceed to speak of Sir Roger Sprenghose's Successors at 
Longnor, I should notice a series of six Manorial Deeds in which 
he appears as Grantor. 

1. As Roger Sprenghose, Lordof Longenolre, he gives to Richard 
Clerk, son of Osbert de Dudelburi, for two merks, two acres of his 
land in Longenolre, to hold in fee, at a rent of one rose. Kelmeshale 
and the field of Linleye are mentioned as localities of the grant, 
and William le Budel and Richard Clerk himself, as holders of ad- 
joining lands. The Deed is attested by Roger de Smethecote, 
John Champeneys, John de Biriton, William fitz Enge, and William 
le Budel. Only a fragment of the seal remains. The date of this 
Deed is probably between 1291 and 1298, which are also the limits 
of the three following. 

2. The same i&oger Sprenghose grants to the same Richard Clerk, 
and to Emma his wife, a certain footpath, leading from their house 
into the Fill of Longenolre. The path is described as traversing the 
field of Longerhull and the garden of Peter fitz Peter, and passing 
thence between the house and the grange of the said Peter into the 
high-road. Sprenghose further allows the Grantees to enlarge the 
moat {foasaturn) around their house (curiam), making it 12 feet wider 
than the old moat. Witnesses, — Roger de Smethcote, John Cham- 
peneys, John de Biriton, Walter de Burton, Henry de Wesseleg, 
William de Haywode, John Selimon, William Beadle, of Longe- 
nolre. The seal of this Deed is charged with Arms; — two lions 
passant, and a label of three points. Whether the family of Spreng- 
hose bore this Coat as Cadets or as Vassals of the House of Le 
Strange is a question of much doubt. 

3. Roger Sprenghose, Lord of Longenolre, gives to William, 
called Le Budel, of Longenobe, for £44*. and for 6(/. rent, all the 
land which William Twychelone and Agnes, widow of Adam de 
Bottefeld, sometime held; also allows that the Grantee may have 
30 hogs and 1 boar quit of pannage in the woods of the Manor. 
The Milnemore, Powelbrok, Wysebrok, Kelmeshall, The Street of 
Bottestret, and The Russileye are boundaries mentioned in this 

» Sistofy of Shrefosbwry, 1, 314, not« 3. | ^ Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 101, 103. 


SEALS 

from the Muniments of 

EDWARD CORBETT, ESQ: OF LONCNOR, 


Seal of Roger Le Esprengiose, or Seal uW W GrifBn ie la Pole, 

SpTengliose,(ni).Loni of Longnor, Sonof Grifm ap GueauBwcn. 

AD. 1272. AD. 1310.4 1321. 


Sea] used WGnffin do ]a Pole, S<■„^ of Tli^..inas T.ai-chier, 

Son of (Iriffin ap Gucduuwrq, Prior of the KiiighlsHos|iilaller 

A.D. 13L2. of 5^ JoliD ill Eiiglatiil. 

A.D. 1324. 
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warrant the said Manor to Griffin and his heirs. Witnesses, — Fnlk 
le Strange, Peter Corbet, Roger Corbet, Fulk fitz Wariii, William 
de Lodelowe, Knights, and others. To this Deed is attached a 
small seal of the EarFs arms, viz. a Lion rampant. 

5. Ten days after this, viz. on March 11, 1312, Griffin de la 
Pole grants and concedes to Sir Pulk, son of Robert le Strange, all 
his Manor of Longenolre with ail its appurtenances, as in homages, 
rents, services both of free-men and Villains, houses, gardens, 
meadows, boscs, feedings, pastures, moors, marshes, stanks, vivaries, 
waters, mills, escheats, and reversions. He also grants all his lands 
and tenements, which he had in Conedoure, Lidleie, and Leie (per- 
haps Lee Botwood), — ^to have and to hold to the said Pulk, his 
heirs and assigns, of the Chief Lords of the fee, by performance of 
all services due. Witnesses, — Sir William le Botiler, Sir Roger 
Corbet, Sir Richard de Harleie, Sir William de Lodelowe, Sir 
Robert de Stepleton, Sir Richard de Lechton, Roger de Smethcote 
and Richard de Eton. This Deed passed at Salop, evidently in a 
full County-Court. It has the Grantor's seal attached, viz. a Lion 
rampant within a Border engrailed.*^ 

6. By a second deed of the same day, similarly sealed, but dated 
at Longnor, Griffin de la Pole gives to Sir Fulk le Strange, for a 
sum « of money now paid, all his goods and chattels found in the 
Manor of Longenolre, both moveable and immoveable. 

This transfer of his Shropshire lands and effects by Griffin de la 
Pole was I think a mere Sale, suggested or necessitated by his 
circumstances at the moment. I would point out by the way that 
the Purchaser of Longnor etc. was the Vendor's first Cousin, that is 
son of Robert le Strange, brother of Hawise le Strange, Griffin^s 
mother. Griffin de la Pole had children of his own and was living 
long after this transaction. I will briefly state what is further 
known of him. In the very year in which he disposed of Longnor 
he asserted a claim to Pole Castle, and raising a great power of the 
Welsh, actually laid siege to that fortress. It was defended by his 
Niece who, with her husband John de Cherlton, happened to be 
residing there. Though Hawyse obtained the sobriquet of Gadarn 
or The Hardy for her conduct on this occasion, her Unde^s 
schemes were only defeated by the energy of Roger de Mortimer of 
Wigmore, whom Edward II instructed to support Hawyse and her 
husband.^^ But although humbled for a season. Griffin de la Pole 

^ Thia Seal I give among the lUustra- is observable, a border instead of a ring. 


tious. The change in the mark of cadency 


» MonaHicoriy VI, pp. 351-2. 
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is recorded in the end of the year to have been in wrongful occupa- 
tion of the territory of Mercheyn Iscoit. It will be remembered 
that this very land had once been in the hands of Roger Spreng- 
hose. It does not appear however that Grifi&n de la Pole's title 
thereto arose in the same way as his title to Longnor. A Writ- 
Close of King Edward II assumes Mecheyn Iscoit to belong to the 
Lady of Powys, and orders the Sheriff of Shropshire to summon 
the said Grifl&n before the King^ on February 3, 1313.'* On the 
I6th of October in that same year^ Oriffj^h de la Pole is included 
in the pardon granted to the adherents of the Earl of Lancaster 
who had participated in the death of Piers Gaveston. And again^ 
a Writ of November 1, 1318, names GriflSn de la Pole as one of 
the adherents of Thomas, Earl of Lancaster, who were pardoned for 
all felonies and trespasses up to the 7th of August preceding.**^ The 
Welsh Chronicles inform us of a final settlement between Hawyse 
Gadam and her Uncles, whereby the Principality of Powys was 
settled upon Hawyse and her heirs general, whilst the portions of 
the said Uncles were limited to them and their heirs male, with 
remainder to Hawyse and her heirs/^ This is not the place to 
discuss how such an entail may have affected the succession of 
GriflSn de la Pole, who, as far as I have seen, had none but female 
children. I find incidental mention of his two Sons-in-law, viz. 
Sir Roger Chamber and Hugh Montgomery ; but as neither they 
nor any other of Grifl&n^s heirs were concerned in Longnor, I now 
return to — 

Sir Fulk le Strange, his successor there. — 

Of him, as first Baron of Blackmere, as husband of Eleanor Gif- 
fard, and as Lord of Sutton Maddock and Corfham, I have already 
spoken at some length.*^ In the Nomina Villarum of March 1316, 
he appears as Lord of the Vill of Longenolre.*^ On July 16, 1316, 


» Clous, 6 Edw. n, m. 18. This 
Writ is misrepresexited by Dugdale, who 
makes it an order for Qriffin's arrest. It 
bears date Dec. 30, 1312. It recites that 
on May 17, 1290, Owen ap Griffin ap 
Wenhunwin had agreed with his brother 
Griffin, that the hitter should hold the 
whole land of Mercheyn Iscoit under the 
former, during their Mother Hawyse's 
life, but that on her death the said land 
^ould reyert to Owen and his heirs, and 
that Griffin should have, instead, the land 
of Dendor (then held by his mother in 


dower, but the reversion whereof was 
Owen's) ; — ^to hold to Griffin and his 
heirs, under Owen and his heirs for ever. 

The cause of Edward II's present Writ 
was a complaint by John and Hawyse de 
Cherleton, viz. that, though Griffin had 
had Dendor on hb mother's death, he 
stiU detained Mercheyn Iscoit. 

« Parliamentaiy JFrih, IV, 1304. 

« Powel, p. 157. 

« Supra, Vol. II, pp. 120-123; Vol. V, 
pp. 147, 163. 

« Parliamentary Writs, IV, 399. 
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as Pulco Extraneus^ Lord of Corfliam, he grants to William de 
Acton fiumell and the heirs of his body a messuage and half- 
virgate in Longenolre which William de Allecote had previously 
held. The reserved rent was 8*. Witnesses, — ^M^illiam Bumel de 
Longeleye, Richard Clerk of Longenolre, William Budell of the 
same, Eichard de Eton, Walter de Burton. This Deed is dated 
at Longenolre and sealed with the Grantor's Arms, — two Lions 
passant.** 

On February 5, 1321, GriflEin de la Pole styling himself son of 
Grifl&n ap Guenonwen, and being then at Whitchurch (Album 
Monasterium), releases and quit-claims to Sir Fulk le Straunge, 
Lord of Whitchurch, his heirs and assigns, all right in the Manor 
of Longenolre. Witnesses, — Sir Roger Corbet, John de Leybome, 
Thomas de Roshale, William de Sanford, Knights ; John de Gua- 
renne, Richard Ford, and John de Lee. This deed is sealed with 
the Arms of Griffin de la Pole as in 1310.*^ It does not appear 
why such a security was given or required. 

Fulk le Strange of Blackmere, or of Whitchurch, as he was more 
usually called, had three sons whom it is necessary now to notice. 
These were John (his eventual heir and successor), Fulk, and 
Hamo. It becomes more probable than ever that Fulk le Strange 
acquired Longnor by purchase, when we find him settling it on his 
younger sons. There are two Deeds dated at Shrewsbury on 
April 25, 1322, and attested by the same witnesses, viz. by Sir 
William le Botiler, Sir Roger Corbet, Sir Fulk de Penebrugge, 
Sir William de Ercall, Sir Walter de Huggeford, Sir William de 
Sanford, and Sir John de Chetewynde. Both Deeds are or have 
been sealed with the Arms of Sir Fulk le Strange, viz. two Lions 
passant, with the Legend S' Fulconis lb Straunge. By one of 
these Deeds Fulco Lestrange, Lord of Whiteminster, gives to Fulco 
Lestrange his son, his Manor of Longenolre, with its appur- 
tenances ; — to hold of ike Grantor and his heirs, to Fidco and the 
heirs of his body lawfully begotten, paying a rent of one rose to 
the Grantor and his heirs, and performing for the Grantor and his 
heirs all services due to the chief Lords of the Fee. If Fulco 
should die without heirs as aforesaid, the premises should remain 
to Hamo the Grantor^s son and his heirs, — to hold immediately of 


^ Charter at Longnor. 

^ Chai'ter at Longnor. This resump- 
tion of a Seal, older than the one used hv 
the same person in 1312, is very curious. 


The incident happens, too, at a period 
when the Engraver's Art was making a 
rapid progress, both in execution and in 
taste. 
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the chief Lords of the Fee.^ The second Deed is precisely the 
same as the above^ except that the tenure of the Grantee (Pulk 
Junior) is to be immediate under the Lords of the Fee^ and conse- 
quently the Grantor's mesne interest and the payment of a rose 
rent are altogether omitted.** The King's Writ of Diem clausUy 
on the death of Fulk le Strange (Senior), bears date January 23, 
1324. The consequent Inquest mentions his tenures at Whit- 
church, Wrockwardine, Sutton, etc., but makes no mention of 
Longnor.*^ Obviously, then, his fuller grant to his son Fulk was 
the one which had taken effect. I must now conclude summarily 
this branch of a subject which has already extended beyond my 
usual limits. Fulk le Strange of Longnor was deceased in 1375. 
He seems to have left only daughters to share his inheritance. One 
of the daughters, Margaret, released her share of Longnor, in 1375, 
to John Careles and Edward de Acton, whom I know to have been 
the husbands of Joan and Elianor, — Margaret's sisters. The line 
of Careles ended in a female married to John Corbett of Habberley, 
who thus obtained a moiety of Longnor as well as qther Careles 
estates at Albrighton, Boningale, and Ryton.*® From these two 
persons descended the line of Corbett of Longnor, one of whom, 
Thomas Corbett, reconsolidated the Manor in the reign of James I 
by purchasing that moiety which, more than two centuries before, 
had been apportioned to Edward de Acton and his wife Elianor le 
Strange, but which during the interval had been sold and resold to 
several indifferent parties. 


1 


it 


li, 


^ Charters at Longnor. 

<7 Inquisition, 17 Edw. II, No. 73. 

^ A statement is given by Mr. Dukes 
(Antiquities, p. 295) from which we 
should infer that as early as the eleventh 
year of Edward I (1282-3) Boger Carlis 
was Lord of Longnor. This is a complex 
error. The Charter of Free Warren al- 
luded to, is by Edward II, not Edward I. 
The original is in possession of Edward 
Corbett, Esq., of Longnor. The Great 
Seal attached, and the witnesses' names, 
prove it to be Edward II's, and in fiict it 
is enrolled on the Charter Boll of his 
eleventh year. This makes the date of 
the Charter to have been January 8, 1318. 
But at that period (as I have shown in 
the above narrative) Longnor was in pos- 
session of Fulk le Strange of Black mere, 


whose granddaughter it was that first 
took a share of the Manor to a Carek». 
The explanation of this incongruity is ob- 
vious after one glance at Boger Careles's 
Charter of Free Warren. It has been 
falsified. The word BolinghtUe, which (as 
I know from the enrolment at the Tower) 
stood in the original grant, has disap- 
peared, and the word LtmgnoroU (or 
something like it) has been inserted in- 
stead. It is difficult to suppose that this 
fidsification was intentionaL It appears 
to me to be the work of some Scribe, at- 
tempting to restore certain faded parts of 
the original document, by guess. Other 
words in the document have been re- 
traced by the same hand with better 
success. 
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Of Undertenants in Longnor I have several farther notices. 
At the Assizes of 1203^ Matilda, widow of one WiUiam^ is suing 
Roger Sprenghose for dower. In 1250 an arreutation of 3d. was 
set upon Richard Picot for a quarter of an acre of Forest land in 
Longenholre. In 1262 William de Eton and Alan Gamage, both 
of Longenolre^ were assessed for imbladements within regard of the 
Long Forest. At the Assizes of 1292 William fitz Engelard of 
Longenolre was a Jiiror for Condover Hundred, and appears with 
William Beadle of Longnenoure on another Inquest of that year. 

William fitz Enge has occurred above as a witness of Roger 
Sprenghose^s Deeds, towards the close of the thirteenth century. On 
January 7, 1319, Roger son of William Enge of Longenolre leases for 
83 years to Henry de Bosco a meadow between BradleyespoUe and 
the meadow of Richard fitz Roger, also certain cursones of land, 
when the tenure of Richard son of William Enge should cease 
therein. Witnesses, — Richard fitz Roger, Nicholas Pyk, Roger 
Thurlewynd.*» 

On July 4, 1319, the same Grantor gives the premises to the 
Lessee for a sum of money, and to hold of the chief Lords of 
the fee. Witnesses, Richard Clerk of Longenolre, William Bedell 
and others/' 

On March 6, 1323, the same Grantor, as Roger son of William 
Engesone of Longenolre, grants for a sum of money to WiUiam de 
Acton and John his eldest son, their heirs and assigns, three acres 
of land and a meadow in Longenolre ; to hold of the Lords of the 

^^^ » 

fee. Mittewode, Kelmeshal, The Lowe, The Hoo, and Aldetones- 
medwe, are localities named as landmarks in this Deed ; also Richard 
Clerk and Richard Adies are adjoining tenants. The witnesses 
are John de Lee, Richard Clerk, William le Budel, Richard de 
Hoghton^ Walter de Burton, Alexander de Waterdene, and Robert 
Inge.*' 

On March 27, 1323, the same Grantor quit-claima. to William 
de Acton Bumel and John his eldest son, their heirs and assigns, 
his right in all lands which Simon Permentar of Wenlock and 
Agnes his wife formerly held as Agnes' dower in the inheritance of 
the Grantor in Longenholre, in which lands the said Simon and 
Agnes had previously enfeofied the present Grantees for the term 
of Agnes' life. Witnesses, — John de Lee, Richard Clerk of Longen- 
holre, William le Budel, Richard de Hoghton, Walter de Burton, 
Alexander de Waterdene and Robert Inge.*' 

^ Charters at Longnor. 


Previous to this, viz. on Nov, 15, 1822, Roger Thurlewynt of 
Longenolre grants for a sum of money, to the same William de 
Acton Biimel and his son John, all the lands and tenements within 
and without the vill of Lon^nolre which he (the Grantor) had by 
feoffment of Sir Roger Sprenghose, Richard Clerk, or any other 
Feoffor ; — to hold of the Lords of the Fee. Witnesses, William 
Bumel of Longeleye, Walter de Borton, Richard de Eton, Richard 
Clerk of Longenolre, William Budeil." 

Hadohmond Abbey Fee. — I can trace nothing fbiilLer of this 
Tenement than is imptied above. Longnor Mill is not entered in 
Pope Nicholas a Taxation as a posBession of Hanghmond Abbey. 
The Valor of 1534-5 is similarly silent, bnt perhaps the income 
from Lee Botwood included this item. 

Shrewsbury Abbet Fie. — We have heard of half a hide iu 
Longnor given by Azo Bigot {the Domeiday Tenant) to Shrewsbury 
Abbey."* There seem to have been Charters by some of the 
earlier Lords of Longnor whereby they granted 5«. rent, arising 
from their Demesne of Longenolre, to the same Abbey. This was 
probably in lieu of the land granted by Azo, -which certainly the 
monks did not retain. Between the years 1270 and 1280 I aip 
inclined to date a Deed whereby Robert (it should be Roger) 
Sprenghose, Lord of Longenolre, inspects the Charters of his 
Predeceuora granting the said rent-chai^ of Ss. This In^si- 
mus is attested by Sir Thomas Boterel, Hugh de Ley, William de 
Stepleton, Richard de Eton, Hugh de Wlonkeslo (i.e, Longslow), 
and Eogclard de Pulile." The following Deeds which seem to be 
parts of the same transaction and to have passed in or about the 
year 1279, show this rent-charge again commuted for land. By 
the first Deed Roger Sprenghose Lord of Longenolre gives in the 
name of exckat^e a place of land yielding 4», rent, viz. half a 
virgate in Biurton. Witnesses, — John de Lee, William Afascot, 
Richard de £ton, Engelard de Polileye, John de Prcstcote, Adam 
le Bole, Henry ileyler, William de Prestecote, and Adam le Pes- 
tur.'' The second is an agreement between John, Abbot of Shrews- 


** Charton at Longnor. 

" The HistoriaDS of Shrewaburj (Vol. 
II, p. 2?) have maile a nuBtako about this 
matter. Seeing that Au Bigot <rho 
granted to Shrewsbury Abbe; in Liin* 
gucnaro and Abdon, was clearly that Aio 
«ho held the latter Manor at Domcsilay, 
iVicy inini<'dial«jly and crroiiroiielj identi- 


fied him further with that Wjgot who 
held Iiongner (upon Severn) under the 
Biihop of Chester at Domesday. Acwr- 
diQgly they filed in the latter Manor Aid 
Bigot's grant;— but Slirowsbury Abbey 
ia not known cviT to liare possessed any- 
thing in Longnor upon Seyem. 
" Salop Cliartiilin,-, No*. 297-b, 298, 
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bury (who became so in February 1279) and Sir Roger Sprenghose^ 
concerning a certain annual rent of 5^. Sir Roger concedes to the 
Abbey all services from half a virgate in Burton which Geofirey son 
of William Bussel held of the Abbey. The Abbot in turn quit-claims 
to Sir Roger 4«. out of the 5^. annual rent aforesaid^ but the remaining 
1*. was to continue payable to the Abbot till Sir Roger provided 
an equivalent elsewhere.^^ I should observe that Sir Roger Spreng- 
hose's right to a rent of 4$. in Burton (that is Bourton) must have 
been a mesne rights for the Abbot was already Seigneural Lord of 
Bourton. 

LONGNOR CHAPEL. 

This was probably one of those affiliations of Condover Church 
which Bishop Clinton confirmed to Shrewsbury Abbey in the reign 
of Stephen. This state of subjection continued for the whole period 
to which my inquiries extend; for the Falor of Henry VIII 
makes no distinct mention of a Church or Chapel at Longnor^ 
neither do the earlier Registers of Lichfield name any Incumbent 
thereof. 


Countr* 


Having, under Condover, given the etymology of this name, I 
proceed to state what Domesday says of the Manor : — 

" The same Rainald (Vicecomes) holds Cuneet, Earl Morcar held 
it (in Saxon times). Here are 4^ hides geldable. In demesne 
there are ii ox-teams, and there vi male and iiii female Serfs and 
VI Villains and vi Boors with iiii teams. Here are ii Mills of 20^. 
(annual value), and a wood which wiU fatten 50 Swine. In King 
Edward's time the Manor was worth £4. 7s, (per annum) . Now it 
is worth £lO.''i 

Cound, or the greater part thereof; is usually found to have been 


^ Ibidem, No. 408. This Deed was an 
Indenture. Sprenghose's Counterpart is 
still at Longnor. It is attested hj Sir 
John de Lee, William Mascot, Bichard de 


Eton, Engelard de Polily, John de Preste- 
oote, Adam le Bole, Henry Moyler, etc. 
The two seals are gone. 
^ Domesday y fo. 254, b, 1. 
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I now pass over the greater part of a century^ to state that on 
June 16, 1240, Cunette was one of the Manors assigned for the 
dower of Hawise de Blaneminster, widow of the first John fitz 
Alan. A Charter of King Henry III, dated at Vasat (Bazats) on 
January 28, 1254, allows to John fitz Alan (II) the privilege of 
Free- Warren in his demesnes at Upton (Upton Magna), Wroxeter, 
Cuned, Harrenege, (Hamage), Acton (Acton Round), and other 
places.^ The Hundred Roll of 1255 says that " Sir John fitz Alan 
holds the Manor of Conet, for 3^ hides of land, and of the King (in 
capite) . It pays neither Stretward nor Motfee, nor does it any Suit, 
either to County or Hundred/** This estimate of the extent of 
Cound is one hide less than that of Domesday. The difference was 
made up by a hide of land which formed the then distinct Manor of 
Hamage, which, as I shall presently show, was no longer in Fitz 
Alan^s demesne. 

Cound, like Acton Round, already noticed, was part of the dower 
of Matilda de Verdon, widow of the second John fitz Alan.^ She 
remarried to Richard de Amimdeville, and died Nov. 27, 1288. 
The Inquest which followed values the gross income of the Manor 
of Conede at £19. 78, 9d. The capital messuage, or Manor-house, 
was apparently ruinous or fallen {messuagium non edificatum). 
Among the receipts, mention is made of a certain custom called 
Wrmtakj which, with the Bosc and Pannage, yielded 6*. 8rf. yearly.® 

Cound now reverted to the estate of Richard fitz Alan, Earl of 
Arundel, who was Grandson of Matilda de Verdon, and who, having 
been bom on Feb. 8, 1267, was now (1288) in minority. Cound 
was soon, however, redisposed of, being given in firank-marriage 
with Matilda fitz Alan to Philip Bumel, Nephew and then Heir- 
expectant of Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath and WeUs. This 
Matilda fitz Alan has been set down by Dugdale, and I believe all 
the Genealogists, as daughter of the said Richard, Earl of Arundel ; 
— an astonishing error, which the slightest attention to possibilities 
and dates would have prevented. Her son, Edward BumeU, was 
bom Jidy 22, 1287, that is, at a time when his alleged Grandfather, 
Richard fitz Alan, had not reached the age of twenty-one. Doubt- 
less Matilda fitz Alan was the Sister of Richard, Earl of Arundel. 

In October 1292 Philip Bumel was questioned, under Writ of 
Quo Waranio, for h6iAv[ig pleas-of-the-Croum and exercising rights 
of free-warren and wayf in his Manors of Rushbury, Millichope, 


* Rot, Vascon, 38 Hen. III. 
^ Rot Hundred. II, 63. 


7 Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 122, 123. 
B InquinHon, 12 Edw. I, No. 29. 
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On November 12, 1242, John de Hauckeston was summoned in 
Court at Westminster to answer Walter de Cunede, seeing that the 
said John had against the King's prohibition prosecuted the said 
Walter in Court-Christian for a lay -fee in Cunede ; to wit, for a rent 
of 10s. there. The said Walter had been impleaded in Chapter be- 
fore the Dean of Morton, and had been excommunicated by the 
said Dean ; so he laid his damages at 100^. John de Hawkston 
now pleaded that he had not followed up his suit in Court^Christian 
since he was served "with the said prohibition. He was bound over 
to take his trial on that issue, in the Quinzaine of Easter following. 
Meantime, Bobert de Haleghton and Roger de Merston became Sure- 
ties for his reappearance, and undertook that he should obtain abso- 
lution for the Plaintiff.^* In November 1272, we have another or 
the same Walter de Conede employed in certain purchases of Bishop 
Bumell, at Belswardine. 

At the Assizes of 1292 the Jurors of Condover Hundred told how 
two men had fought on Cound Bridge, one with a sword, the other 
with a knife, and how both had been slain. 

HABNAGB. 

This Manor, though constituting one of the hides involved in 
Cound at Domesday, has subsequently a history of its own. 

When William fitz Alan (I) was restored to his Shropshire estates 
in 1155, he, being then at Brug, received the homage of his Vassals. 
This was on July 25, on which day he also granted Wroxeter 
Church to Haughmond Abbey. His Charter has only three wit- 
nesses, and the last of the three is Hugh de Lacy of Colemere, that 
is, of Coolmere near Ellesmere. Now there is some probability that 
this Hugh de Lacy was identical with him who afterwards became 
Lord of Ludlow and Ewyas. If so, we account for his being called 
De Colemere in 1155 thus. — His Father Gilbert was living, but 
was up to this period under forfeiture like Fitz Alan. The son 
therefore may have been provided for by political friends or others, 
in a way which could not but be acceptable at the time, though his 
subsequent greatness ill accords with such poor antecedents. With- 
out, however, prematurely settling this question of identity between 
Hugh de Lacy of Colemere, and Hugh, son of Gilbert de Lacy, I 
here shall only insist on the probability that Hugh de Lacy of Cole- 

** PlacUa apud WeBtminster, Mich. Terai, 26 and 27, Hen. Ill, m. 25. 
VI. 10 
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William recovered his seizin ; and Lacy was in misericordid pro in- 
justa detendone. The Assize was taken by default of the Defendant^ 
that is^ in his non-attendance without essoign}^ 

Pitz Alan thus recovered a part of Hamage^ forty years after 
his Father's deaths and from a person whom I believe to have been 
first cousin of his (Fitz Alan's) wife. The Charter is printed else- 
where, whereby this same Gilbert de Lacy, calling himself son of 
Aumeric de Lacy, granted " the whole of Hemege to Buildwas 
Abbey, together with the land which Maurice sometime held, to 
wit, whatever he (Gilbert) had in that viU, whether in demesne or 
in service/' The boundaries of the grant are given, viz. from the 
Sichet called Sciremoresiche, etc., to the road going to Keneley, 
including the whole Riflei (probably Riflet), etc., to the rivulet 
beyond the vill of Keneley, and along the said rivulet down to the 
boundaries between Herenege and the land of William Burnel, etc., 
— ^along Kenildebroc down to the boundaries of Mortone and on- 
wards to the boundaries between the field of Cristeseche (Cressage) 
and of Hemege, and to the ditch near the top of Wilardsmedwe, 
and thence along the ditch near the high grove of the Haye, through 
Raynald's assart and through Sciremore, including all Sciremore 
up to Sciremoresiche before mentioned. Gilbert further grants a 
right of common in the Manor of Cristeseche (both in the wood 
called Haye and elsewhere, wherever the free men and other tenants 
of Cristeseche had common) for 50 oxen and cows and for other 
animals, under view of his (Gilbert's) Servant. The Charter also 
secures wood for fencing and fire, and rights of road through Cres- 
sage, to the Severn, so that the Abbot's men might avail themselves 
of that River, both for washing their sheep and for the purpose of 
water-carriage.^* The Charter implies that the Monks of Buildwas 
had barges (naves) on the Severn. It was attested by Sir Ymbert, 
Prior of Wenlock, Sir John fitz Alan, William Priest of Draytone, 
{i.e. William de Draytone, Priest), also by Richard de Lecton 
(Leighton), Richard de Middelhope, Roger Sprenghose, Robert 
Parson of Cristeshethe and John Tece.^7. 

This Charter is the more valuable fr>om our being able to date 
it with precinion. It doubtless passed in 1232, for King Henry III, 
being at Wenlock on November 80th in that year, confirmed it.^® 
-Next year, Gilbert son of Almarick de Lacy was deceased, and Eva 


" Flcunta, Mich. Term, 2 John. 
*• MoncuHeon, V, 356. Num. II. 
w Cart. 20, Edw. I, No. 41. 


^ Transcript of Buildwas Charters in 
W. Mytton*s Collection. 
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her in Hemege^ in the way of dower/' " He (Gilbert) will thns 

L appear^ all essoign being out of tbe question^ to giv^ warranty 

r . against his nlother^ according to his father's Charter concerning 

Hemege/' and to satisfy her claim of dower so as to exonerate the 

Abbot. Witnesses, — Sir Imbert^ Prior of Wenloc ; William, Priest 

of Drayton; Master Bannlf de Coleham; Master John Gernnn, 

I Hector of the Church of Alvitheleg (Alveley) ; Richard de Lecthon 

(Leighton) ; Roger Sprenchose ; and John Tece.^ 
I The Hundred Boll of 1255 tells us that the '' Abbot of Buldewas 

holds Ameg for i hide of land, of the Fee which had belonged to 
Gilbert de Lacy of Cristesache/' He paid neither Siretward nor 
p mot/ee, nor rendered any Soit to County or Hundred.^^ 

In 1291 we find the Abbot of Buildwas in possession of, appa- 
. rently, the whole of Hamage. Four carucates of land there realized 

^ (at 15s. per carucate) an income of £3. per annum. The profits of 

stock were £6. 5«., and he had 2s. of assized rents, making a total 
of £9. 7s.^ The Valor of 1535-6 states the assized rents of 
Harn^e to be £13. 6s. Sd. The Abbot paid a Pension of 20^. 
per annum to the Rector of Cound for administering the Sacra- 
ments to the inhabitants of Hamage Grange.^ The Ministers' 
Accounts of 1636-7 give the same rents with the Valor, viz. 
£13. 6s. Sd., as the Ferm of Hamage Grange ; but the '^ profits of 
the Tithes^' of Hamage, also -an asset of the late Abbey, were 
£2. 18s. 4d. more.2* 

COUND CHURCH. 

That this was a Saxon Foundation I cannot doubt, seeing that 
it once had certain subject Chapels, though I can positively instance 
only two, viz. Cressage and Acton Pigot.*^ The Pensions which 
the Rector of Cound received at difierent times from the Churches 
of Chetton, Easthope, and Acton Bound, I have already alluded 
to.^ They do not seem to have originated in any parochial sub- 
jection, but were probably compositions in lieu of certain tithes, 
granted by Warin Vicecomes or some other layman having an 
interest in all three Parishes, to the favoured Church which adorned 
his own Demesne. 


^ Charter in the possession of John 
Cotes, Esq., of Pitchford. 

« Rot. Hundred. VoL II, p. 62. 
" Pope Nich, TaxaUon^ p. 260, b. 
» Valor JEcelesiatiicw, HI, 191, 192. 
^ Moncuiieon^ V, 361. Num. xxv. 


" The Churches of Shemton, Harley, 
Buoklej, Acton Bumell, Kenley, and 
Pitchford were probably affiliations of 
Cound at their first foundation. 

» Supra, Vol. I, pp. 183-184. VoL IV, 
pp. 120, 126. 
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EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Robert de Gaham was presented by letters-patent of King 
John, dated Oct. 8, 1216, to the Church of Cunet. The King 
exercised the right of Patronage becaase John fitz Alan was in 
rebellion, and his lands were in the King's hand.^^ 

Silvester de Eyerdon was presented to the Church of Conet 
on Jan. 14, 1243, King Henry III exercising the right of patronage 
because John fitz Alan's heir was in his custody.^ 

Roger fitz Alan, Parson of Cunede, was amerced, at the Forest 
Assizes of February 1262, for keeping greyhounds within Jurisdic- 
tion of the Forest, without license. He was however pardoned. 

Sir Thomas de Acton Reyners, Priest, was instituted to this 
Rectory, at presentation of Dame Matilda Bumel, on May 19, 
1298. On Oct. 18, 1299, he has licensed for a year's non-residence 
in order that he may devote himself to the service of the said 
Lady.87 

Master John de Stanton, Priest, had this Church commended 
to his care on March 80, 1312, in order that he might watch its 
interests during the spring seed-time (semestre tempus) ; but this 
title was exchanged for one of full institution on April 1 following. 
Dame Matilda Bumel presenting.^^ Stanton resigned on Feb. 14, 
1818, and on March 10 following — 

John de Chetne was admitted at the presentation of Edmund 
Earl of Arundel. Cheyne has a license of non-residence in No- 
vember 1318, and he resigned Feb. 9, 1321.'^ On the next day — 

Nicholas de Cheyne, Clerk, was admitted at presentation of 
the same Earl. He resigned May 15, 1321, when — 

John de Chetne, Subdeacon, was (apparently a second time) 
instituted, the Earl again presenting. He has licenses of non- 
residence for sake of study, in August 1321^^ and January 1323.'^ 
Whether by error or not, the Rector of Cound who died in 1873, is 
called — 

Nicholas Cheyne.*' On August 6 of that year — 

William de Herdewtk, Priest, was instituted at presentation 
of Richard Earl of Arundel and Surrey. 

Sib John Prat, Priest, was instituted Nov. 24, 1391, at nomi- 
nation of the same Nobleman. Prat was here in 1399, when he 

» Sot Patent, p. 198. I » Eegiat Northburgh. 

» Patent. 27 Hen. Ill, m. 4. » Blakeway's MSS. 

^ B^gist. Langton. ' 
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had a license for five years' non-residence^ on condition that he 
passed the time in hcis honestis, and maintained ordinary hospi- 
tality to the parochial poor.^* 

Before I quit this subject I should state that there is no pre- 
sentation^ by Buildwas Abbey^ to this Churchy on Record^ and 
that the Advowson remained with the Earls of Arundel till the 
extinction of the male line of Fitz Alan. As late as the year 1553 
I find the Assignee of Henry Earl of Arundel (the last Fitz Alan); 
presenting to Cound.'* 


lUnle^* 


This place is noticed in Domesday as follows : — 

The same Bainald (SherifiT) holds Chenelie, and Odo holds it of 
him. Edric held it (in Saxon times) and was a firee 'man« Here is 
one hide geldable. In demesne there is i ox-team^ and there might 
be iiix additional teams here. Here is a wood which will fifttten 400 
swine. In King Edward's time the Manor was worth 30*. {per 
annum), and afterwards it was waste. Now it is worth 4t.^ 

The Seigneural interest of Bainald at Eenley descended in the 
usual course^ viz. to the Fitz Alans. So also the Tenancy of Odo 
de BemiSres went down regularly to the elder representatiyes of 
the House of Fitz Odo^ as I have described their succession under 
Broadstone and Bushbury.^ From Fitz Odo it passed to De Wililey^ 
with Fetronillay sister and heir^ or more probably coheir, of Herbert 
fitz Odo ; and with Burga, the heiress of De Wililey, it went to the 
Harleys. Kenley then formed a part of the Fief which in 1165 
was held by Roger fitz Odo in the Barony of Fitz Alan. The whole 
of the said Fief was held by service of one ELnight and three 
Muntators, equivalent to 2^ knights'-fees.'* The proportion due 
from Kenley was, I think, half a fee. 

Now it is clear to me that in the reign of Henry II Kenley was 
not being retained in the demesne of the elder House of Fitz Odo, 
but that a younger branch was subinfeuded therein. These Cadets 


» BUkewaj's MSS. 

^ Domesday, fo. 254, b, 1. 

« Vol. IV, pp. 89, 90, 94. 

' Subsequent Becords -would rather 


make Fitz Odo*B Fief as 21 fees, fix* 
Stanway 1 fee, Kenley i fee. Half Gret- 
ton i fee, Acton Pigot i fee, Gliding 
ifee. 
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eventually surrendered or lost their interest here^ and the fee- 
simple reverted to the elder line. The circumstances which warrant 
this conclusion I now proceed to give or to recapitulate. 

Philip fitz Odo^ the presumed son and heir of Odo de Bemieres^ 
was living in Stephen^s reign^ and^ as I have intimated under Broad- 
stone^ was succeeded by Roger fitz Odo^ probably his Son. It seems 
however that the latter (living in 1165) had a Brother, who coin- 
cided with him and their Mother in a confirmation to Shrewsbury 
Abbey.* When I find that, cotemporary with Roger fitz Odo, there 
was a person of much weight, named William fitz Odo, I cannot 
doubt that he was the Brother in question. 

William fitz Odo seems to me to have had both Eenley and the 
whole of Gretton ;— of course as a Tenant of his elder brother, if 
such Roger was. This tenure would naturally associate William 
fitz Odo with the Fief of William fitz Alan. Accordingly I find 
him attesting no less than five Charters of that Baron, all of which 
passed between 1155 and 1160, and one of them about Easter in 
the latter year. Of course William fitz Odo does not appear as a 
Tenant of Fitz Alan's Barony in 1165, for the simple reason that 
Roger fitz Odo was the immediate Tenant, William holding under 
him. Between 1169 and 1176 we have the name of William fitz 
Odo attesting a Charter of Peter Prior of Wenlock about Hugh- 
ley,^ a circumstance which strongly favours our assumption of the 
witness's connection with Kenley. 

Within the same period I think it probable that William fitz Odo 
died, leaving at least three sons, viz. Thomas, Roger, and William, 
of each of whom I have something to say. 

William fitz Odo, though not the eldest, had an interest in Ken- 
ley, for in 1180 he was fined 3*. by Justices of the Forest for waste 
there. He was long afterwards alleged to have held something in 
Tong (under Belmeis of course), and we know from the very facts 
of this case that he died without issue.^ 

* Vol. IV, p. 90, note 6. I of William fitz Odo his Uncle (avuncu- 

' Begiflter at Willey, fo. 7. i lus), who (as he stated) had died seized 


" I have alluded to this case before 
(VoL II, p. 217), but not being satisfied 
as to its relevancy to Tong, did not give 
the particulars. — 

At the Assizes of Noyember, 1221i 
Thomas de Ghabbenour sued Bogor de la 
Zouche under Writ of mort cTanceHre 
for a hide of land, said to be in Ikoen^e. 
Thomas de Ghabbenour claimed as heir 


thereof. Presently Thomas de Ghabbe- 
nour withdrew the Suit, so he and his 
Sureties (Peter Pak, Henry de Prene, and 
Eobert de Wudeton) were in miaeri- 
cordid (Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 6, dorso). 
I have only to observe on this that the 
word avunculus must here be taken as 
equivalent to patruus, i.e. paternal Undo : 
also that, if the hide of land sued for had 
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one %ore falcon annually^ but where the lands were^ which he thus 
held^ we are not told. This silence of the Records has induced a 
corresponding omission in a former Volume of this Work. There 
can be little doubt that his Seijeantry lay at The Hay^ near Eard- 
ington^ and in the Parish of Quatford.^^ This Seijeantry became 
obsolete^ though an interest in the land remained with De Chabe- 
nour some years longer. The Tenure in short escaped aU the 
Scrutinies which were instituted as to Seijeantries by King 
Henry III. 

Leaving this digression^ I return to Warner de Wililey and his 
wife Fetronilla^ whom I shall show in fiill possession of Eenley 
within ten years after the litigation of 1194^ though it is probable 
that at this period they held the Manor under Fetronilla's brother, 
Herbert de Rushbury. 

In Hilary Term 1203 a day (in one month of Easter) was given 
to Warner de Wilileg, Plaintiff, and to Hugh de Lega (t.e. Hugh- 
ley) in ^pUa of pasture}^ A Pine levied at Westminster, on June 
8 following, informs us what this plea was about, and how it was 
settled. The fine was between Warner de Wililee and Petronilla 
his wife (Plaintiffs) and Hugh de Lega (Tenant) of a common^ 
right in the Bosc of Kenelee. Warner and Petronilla now con- 
cede to Hugh and his heirs 60 cart-loads of dead wood in the 
said bosCy to be taken annually, under view and delivery of War- 
ner^s Foresters. Also the said Hugh and his heirs should have 60 
of their own swine in the said wood, free of pannage ; but if they 
had more, pannage they should pay. Hugh's men were also to 
pay pannage if they had swine in the bosc. Hugh, his heirs, and 
his men of Lega, were to have pasture of the herbage of the said 
bosc. For all this, Hugh and his heirs were to pay 2^. yearly, on 
St. Martin's Day, to Warner and Petronilla, and the heirs of Pe- 
tronilla; also every house in Lega, belonging to Hugh, his heirs, 
or men, and from which a head of cattle went forth (into the 
bosc), was to pay two hens at Christmas. Hugh, moreover, and 
his men, were to mow, at their own cost and at a reasonable 


'• Vide supra, Vol. I, p. 124, for a 
part of the eridence which leads to this 
identification. Some hints derived from 
Charters at Pitchford, confirm the idea. 
The Seijeantry of The Hay may therefore 
be looked upon as cognate with that of 
The More in the same district (Vide 
Vol. T, pp. 126-128) ; and both The Hay 


and The More may have been consti- 
tuents of that Domesday Manor of Bole- 
beo, whose extent we have actually ascer- 
tained to have been double the subse- 
quent extent of The More taken alone 
(Ibidem, p. 130). 
i> JPlacita, Hil. Term, 4 John, m. 8. 
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found in one of his fences. The passage is illegible or unintelli- 
gible in any other way^ but it appears that he was not personally 
suspected. His assessment for an imbladement within Regard of the 
Long Forest^ was perhaps an incident of his tenure at Kenley rather 
than, at Bushbury^ where I have noticed it. 

I have related^ under Gretton, the Suit which lasted from' 1218 
to 1218, touching Mai^ery de Chabbenore's claim against Warner 
de WilUey for dower in Kenley. I have also explained its bearings 
on the genealogical history of the family of Pitz Odo.^® 

There was still one of that House living in 1221 and holding 
a small estate under Warner de Wililey at Kenley. This person is 
called William fitz Odo, and I think he must have been a son of 
that Roger fitz Odo or fitz William who was brother of Thomas and 
son of William fitz Odo (I) . If so, we recognize in William fitz Odo 
of 1221, that William fitz Roger who apparently supceeded his 
father in 1194, and who was outlawed in 1203, as already related. 
Be this as it may, William fitz Odo (III) was the person whose 
cruel wrongs I have briefly described under Willey.^* He, with 
Henry son of Roger le Hare, had been arrested because the carcase 
of a stolen cow had been found in an out-house of his. He now 
pleaded that the said carcase was placed there, out of animosity to 
him, by Warin de Wililey, his Lord, who coveted the freehold which 
the said William held under him. The Jury found that William 
fitz Odo of Kenley was an honest man {legalis homo) and no way 
blamable in the matter; — ^that the carcase was placed in his out- 
house maliciously and for his disinheritance, in respect of certain 
land which he held of Warin de Wililey ; — that Petronilla, Warin's 
wife, was the person who had sent for the King^s Serjeant when the 
latter took the Prisoner into custody, that she not only told the said 
Serjeant when and where to find him, but where he might find the 
cow's carcase ; — to wit " in the Grange of Leytton, fsx away from 
William's own residence {curid)" Both of the accused were here- 
upon acquitted ; Maurice de Alrigg, a Serjeant, who, presuming the 
Prisoner William's felony, had seized and sold his working cattle^ 
was first ordered to prison^ but afterwards committed to the custody 
of his Sureties, viz. William de Bassecherch, William Burnel, and 
* * * * de Eton. Warin de Wililey's punishment I have already 
detailed.^' 

At the Assizes of August 1226, Warin de Wylileg was sued in 
vain for disseizing Robert de Lubecote of a tenement in Kenley. The 

w Supra, Vol. IV, p. 106. | « gupra, Vol. II, pp. 54, 66. 
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But surely the Minor, Thomas fitz WiUiam, cannot be a mistake for 
Andrew fitz Nicholas de Wililey. I rather suppose the name to be 
given correctly, and that in Thomas fitz William we have the Infant 
son of that William fitz Odo, who has also appeared in 1221, imder 
the same circumstances, with Henry le Hare. But how the pre- 
sumed representative of a younger branch of the House of Fitz Odo 
should have fallen into the Queen^s custody I cannot surmise. 
Evidently such a Guardianship resulted from some other Tenure 
than this mesne interest in a few acres at Kenley. 

Probably Henry le Hare was identical with Henry de Ken- 
ley, who brought a suit of mort (Pancestre at these same Assizes 
against Juliana de Kenl^.^ The Lady, whom we have heard of 
before as daug^hter of Warner de Wililey ,^^ appoints Hugh de Wlon- 
keslawe (Longslow) her Attorney, but the result does not appear. 

A reference to my account of Willey will show that in the year 
1272 the forfeited estates of Andrew de Wililey were in the hands 
of Robert le Strange, then absent on the Crusade, while Burga, the 
daughter and heir of the said Andrew, was probably in minority and 
as yet unmarried. This will explain part of an entry on the Assize 
Boll of September 1272: '^ Petronilla, the Recluse {Inclusa) of the 
Church of St. Mary of Shrewsbury, asks license to recede from a 
Suit which she had against Robert le Estrange, Walter de Pedwardiu, 
and Burga daughter of Andrew de Wylileg, for disseizing her of a 
fi^ee tenement in Kenleye, viz. a rent of 20s. and 13 quarters of 
Com."«« 

I mfty here obflerre that the South Poivh of St. Mary^s Church at ShrewBhuiy is 
fumished with one of thoae curious upper stories or^shambers, known among Eoolesio- 
logists as ParvUes. There are perhaps the remains of another such chamber in the North 
Transept of the same Church. 

These Chambers were anciently tenanted bj a single inmate, usuallj a female, self- 
demoted to perpetual sedusion. The offices of the Church were audible in these Cells. 
The Becluse or Anchoret^ once immured, never left her abode while living. Her wants 
are usually supposed to have been supplied by contributions of the Parishioners. In 
the case before us it is dear that one at least of the Parvitet of St. Mary*s had or was 
assumed to haye a regular endowment,— a rent-charge probably granted by some Lord 

de Erditone for 16 merks all her land of 
Haye which Thomas held of her; — the 
rent to be a pair of white gloves, value one 
halfpenny, in lien of all Suit of Court and 
RaU/mot. Witnesses,— Sir Thomas de Cos- 
tentin, William Rod (». e, Rud), KichoUs 
de Mora, William de Hempton, Roger Ho- 
bald, Symon de Sabrina, Henry de Amleg. 
» Atrizet, 66 Hen. Ill, m. 4. 

12 


^ Auiteiy 40 Hen. Ill, mm. 8 dono^ 
1 redo, 

» Supra, Vol.VI,p. 99. ADeedatPitch- 
fiird supphee yet another notioe of Juliana 
de Kenley, by which it would appear that 
she vras interested in the estate of her 
Cousins, the Chabbenores, at The Hay, 
near Bridgnorth. As '* Juliana, daughter of 
Wamerde Wylileg,'* she gives to Fromund 
VI. 
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said A^es^ in return^ concede to the Plaintiff that messuage which 
his father once held^ to hold to him and his heirs^ of the Lords of 
the fee^ by proportionate services. They also gave him one merk. 

In 1262 William, son of Susanna de Eenley, was assessed for an 
imbiadement within Regard of the Long Forest. In 1267 Lovekine 
de Longenolre and Thomas le Petit of Kenley were amerced 6^. Sd. 
for making charcoal.*^ Their Sureties were Thomas de la Mare 
and William Champeneys (both Officials connected with the Forest) . 

Bromcroft. — At the Assizes of 1203 the Pleas of the Crown in 
Condover Hundred show that Gerard de Bromcroft had been out- 
lawed for the murder of Richard de EeneP at the suit of Adam and 
Roger, brothers of the deceased. Richard de Ambersleg, Sheriff, 
answered for 20^., the value of the Outlaw^s Chattels, but sentence 
was to be passed on three Coroners who had endeavoured to embezzle 
5*. of this sum. They were William de Middelhope, Walter Haket, 
and .William Pioot. 

A Suit commenced at these Assizes and ended at Westminster in 
Easter Term 1205, wherein Warner de Wililey and Petronilla, his 
wife, were Defendants, the Attorney of Petronilla being variously 
odled Bernard de Posenhal and Bernard de Boslei (i. e. Broseley). 
The suit was for a virgate and quarter in Bromcroft, claimed, as 
her right and inheritance, by Felicia de Wadeleg, or Wedel^, 
daughter of Reginald de Wadeleg, alias Reginald Marshall. The 
Plaintiff was nonsuited after making repeated defaults. Warner de 
Wililey's defence refers to a matter already noticed. He said, appa- 
rently (for the Record is defaced), that he had had a Plea con- 
cerning this and other land on a former occasion in the Curia Regis, 
that the then Plaintiffs were Thomas and Roger fitz Odo, and that 
Felicia, the present Plaintiff^ never apposed any claim. A note 
alludes to the Fine levied at Westminster in 5 Ric. I (1193-4). 
Other persons named in this Suit are John Bocointe, apparently a 
Civilian, and of whom we hear in other causes ; — also, Ralph fitz 
Robert, an Essoignor of Warner de Wililey on one occasion, when 
he was stated to be ill at Kenley ; — also, Roger Sprenghose, Philip 
de Stapleton, William Burnel, and William de Middlehope, four 
Visors appointed to see the Essoignee and certify his state of health. 

GiPPOLES. — In or about January 1250, Geoffrey de Langley set 
an arrentation of \0s. 9rf. on Thomas fitz Adam and William fitz 
Erin of Gippoles for 3 perches and 11^ acres of Forest-land in 

^ Quia carhonaverunt. — To make a I by license, was a ponrpresiure on tliQ 
charcoal-hearth within the Foreei, unless I King. 
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one William fitz Pagan^ holding the Manor under Fitz-Odo. Wil- 
liam fitz Pagan was perhaps successor of Rainald fitz Pagan whom 
we have seen attesting a Charter of Roger fitz Odo to Shrewsbury 
Abbey .^ William at his decease left a sister (in her issue his sole 
heir)^ and a widow^ Mabel^ who remarried. Her second husband^ 
William Pioot or Fitz Pioot, had half this Manor with his wife in 
dower, and, though his estate was only for life, it was he who left to 
the place that distinctive name by which it is known to this day. 

Some time towards the dose of the twelfth century the Chapel of 
Acton Pigot was vacant, and firom the list of persons who concurred 
in presenting one Silvester thereto we learn the partition of the 
estate. William Picot was one of the Patrons in the right of 
Ids wife. The Sister of William fitz Pagan was dead, so were the 
three daughters and Coheirs who had represented her, so were 
the husbands of two of the said daughters. Roger de Harpcote, 
the surviving husband of one (probably the eldest) of the three 
daughters, concurred in presenting Silvester, in right of Roger de 
Harpcote his son, who was heir to his Mother. William de Bels- 
wardine, son and heir of another of the said three coheiresses, also 
concurred. But the third Coheiress, whose husband is not named, 
had at her death left three daughters and coheiresses, Matilda, 
Mabel, and Sibil. The fourth joint patron of Kenley Chapel was 
Roger fitz Odo, then guardian of these three Infants. 

Some, years will have elapsed after this presentation when the 
Records begin to afibrd other notices of William Picot. On May 7, 
1200, we have him as Recognizor in the Suit already mentioned 
under Hamage. Id the same year he and one William fitz Walter 
appear as charged 4^. by Justices of the Forest for some matter 
within their jurisdiction.^- At the Assizes of October 1203, William 
Picot was amerced one merk for trespass {pro transgresrione). This 
may have been that act of dishonesty which we have noticed under 
Bromcroft as detected in him and his Fellow-Coroners. 

But at these same Assizes the Advowson of Acton Chapel was in 
dispute among the Coparceners. William Picot at first eloigned 
himself, one Benedict Chat being his Essoignor. Nevertheless the 
cause was heard and decided. It appeared that Silvester, the last 
Incumbent, was dead, and the question^ as usual in such causes, 
was, who had presented him. The verdict of the Jury I have 


» Supm, Vol. IV, p. 90, note 8. 
< WUUftl, Pieot ei WUUJU. WaUeri 
deheni 4 iol. de quddamfloid hutois ; that 


is, I presume, thej had fined so much for 
a raft-load of billet-wood taken out of th» 
Forest. 
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to have been Richard de Bascherch and Roger de Basclierch ; — one 
or both of them. Richard de Bascherch also occurs in 1249 on 
two local Juries coneeming estates at Pulley and Langley. In 1256 
we have Richard^ son of Richard de Bascherch^ concerned in this 
neighbourhood. Again Richard and Roger de Bascherch appear 
on an Inquest at Langley in April 1264. 

Philip and Matilda de Allscott^ whose name was derived from 
a vill once appurtenant to Acton Pigot, had a Representative in 
1255; — probably Philip de AUecott^ then a Coparcener in the 
Manor. The Representative^ at the same period, of — 

RoBBBT AND SiBiL DE Allcott, was probably Gilian de Allcot. 

Mabel, the sister of Sibil and Matilda, seems to have left no per- 
manent representative. 

The Hundred-Roll of 1255 combines these scattered facts as fol- 
lows. — " Ranulf de Arpecott, Richard de Bascherch, Philip de Alle- 
cot, and Giliana de Allecot, and Roger de Bascherch hold Acton 
Pigot for III hides, of the Fee of Kenleg. It pays 2*. for atretward 
and moifee, and does suit to Condover Hundred.'^® The full mean- 
ing of " holding of the Fee of Kenleg" is, that the above Coparce- 
ners held under Andrew de Wililey, now in custody of his Mother, 
Burga, the said Andrew holding of John fitz Alan. 

In Easter Term 1283 a Pine was levied whereby Richard de 
Bouthlers and Matilda his wife (Deforciants) acknowledge them- 
selves to have given to Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath and Wells, 
a messuage and half-virgate in Allecote ; to hold of the Grantors 
and the heirs of Matilda at a clove-rent. For this, which seems 
to have been a purchase, the Bishop paid 20 merks. 

A Fine was levied on July 8, 1292, between Robert and Philip 
Bumel, Plaintifis, and Richard de Harley and Bulgia (Burga) his 
wife, Impedients, of 6*. 8d. rent in Acton Pycot and Allycote. 
The Impedients acknowledged that the rent, and whatever they had 
in Acton Pycot and Allycote, belonged to the Plaintiffs. In return 
the latter conceded to Harley and his wife 11*. rent in Wilderhope, 
together with the homage of Richard, son of Robert de Wilder- 
hope.* The Inquest taken in December 1292, as to the estates of 
Bishop Robert Bumell, then deceased, names Acton Pigot in a 
sequence which would lead one to consider it as a member of 
Acton Burnel. Such a view would be quite erroneous. The late 


B Mot Hundred, II, 62. 
* This Fine should be compared with 
the cotemporary Deed, somewhat fdller 


in its terms, which I hare recited under 
Wilderhope (Vol. IV, 101). 
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to the Chapel of Acton 'Pjgot, at 'presentation of Sir John de 
Handlo^ Enight.^^ It is probably the Sir William who is styled 
Rector of Acton Pygot, at his death on July 22, 1349. 

Ivo DE AcTON^ Chaplain, was admitted August 19, 1349, at 
presentation of Sir Nicholas Burnel, Knight.^^ He occurs in 
28 Edw. Ill (1354-5), and is then styled Rector of this Chapel. 

William Somnok, Chaplain, was instituted to this Free Chapel 
on October 27, 1379 ; — Patron, Sir Nicholas Burnel. He di^ in 
1394. 

RooBK DB Kenlet, Pricst, was instituted April 13, 1395, at pre- 
sentation of Hugh (Burnel), Lord of Holgate. He resigned in 
1400, when, on October 14, — 

Richard Newman was instituted at presentation of Hugh Bur- 
nel, Knight. Newman resigned in 1409.^^ 

I caDnot leaye this eiibrjeot without quoting a few memoranda from the Diaiy of the 
late Very Be7. John Chappel Woodhouae, Pean of Lichfield and Archdeacon of Salop, 
who waa yiaiting the Churches of this District in September 1799. Speaking of the 
Chapel of Acton Pigot, the Dean remarks that " no duty had been done there for 70 
years;*' that 'Hhere was only one inhabitant in the District on whom the repairs 
would fell ;** and that the Chapel being ** within lees than a mile from the mother 
Church" (Acton Bumell is meant), *'and being therefore of little use, had been suf- 
fered to go to ruin." 

Archbishop ComwaUls had, it seems, when Bishop of Lichfidd (1749-68), been 
asked by the then Bector of Acton Bumell, whether this Chapel should be taken 
down, but had ordered it '* to be permitted to sink of itself." In 1799, Dean Wood- 
bouse, at the earnest request of the same Bector, ordered the door and windows to be 
bricked up, that the place *' might not be profened." 

Who can be blind to, and who will censure the feeling of these Churchmen of the last 
century P They surely held it grievous that a place once consecrated to God's Wor- 
ship should come to profenation. Yet, hand-tied and tongue-tied, they did and said 
little or nothing. Are we to criticize their conduct as a weak compromise, or re- 
spect it as the raeult of a forced and inyoluntary resignation ? If the latter, then 
their example may be of use in an age when Churchmen ara ready to rush into 
polemical utterance and action about principles far less Tenerable than that of the 
ahidimg tamctii^ of Chmrehes, 
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This Manor^ now a mere member of Pitchford^ belonged to a 
different Fief at Domesday. " The same Rainald (the Sheriff) held 

M Register Langton, fo. 68. I >* Blakeway's MSS. 

^ Register Northbuigh, fo. 224. I 
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the Abbey had acquired in Goldene. Of this transaction^ John le 
Strange and Reiner de Lee were witnesses/ With the Canons of 
Wombridge^ Hugh de Beckbury had a similar arrangement. He 
obtained their half-virgate in Goldene^ by giving them an equal 
quantity of land at Uppington^ which was part of the estate 
brought to him by his wife Alina^ daughter and coheiress of Roger 
Mussun. This exchange with Wombridge was attested by Bald- 
win de Hodnet^ . Hugh fitz Robert^ and William de Hedelee. 
Probably the year 1220 will be the proximate date for both these 
transactions. 

About this time Hugh de Beckbury was impleaded by Warner 
de Wililey and his wife Petronilla for his estate here. A Fine 
levied at Shrewsbury on November 12, 1221^ contains genealogical 
evidence of the highest value. It was between the said '' Warner 
and Petronilla (Plaintiffs) and Hugh de Bechebury (Tenant) of one- 
sixth of a Knight's-fee in Golden^ to wit of the whole land which 
had belonged to Herbert de Rushbury in the said vill, whereof was 
Buit-at-law between the parties. Now Warner and Petronilla ac- 
knowledge the premises to be the right of Hugh as those which 
the said Hugh has by gift of the aforesaid Herbert, brother of 
Petronilla, whose heir she affirms herself to be. Hugh and his 
heirs are to hold the premises under Warner and Petronilla and 
the heirs of Petronilla, paying a rent of 1 lb. of pepper at Christ- 
mas, in lieu of all other services to them. Moreover Hugh was to sa- 
tisfy the Chief-Lords of the Fee (the Fitz Alans of course) for all 
services due on the said land. For this recognition of Herbert de 
Rushbury's feoffment, Hugh de Bechebury paid the Plaintiffs two 
merks of silver.'^ The Fine is indorsed with a memorandum that 
" Roger de Buterleg apposes his claim,^^ which squares with my 
surmises, already expressed/ that Roger de Scottot or De Bitterley, 
being son of Hugh de Scotot, was son also of a sister of Petronilla 
de Wililey, and so of a sister and coheiress of Herbert de Rush- 
bury. 

At this period (1221) Hugh de Beckbury had his own Under- 
Tenants at Golding, for at the Assizes of that year I find that John 
de Golden, tenant of half a virgate in Golden, being dead, his 
widow Richolda sues Hugh de Becheberwe for her dower or thirds 
thereof. The result was a Fine levied between Richolda and her 
second husband, Seisoc fitz A lured, on the one part, and Hugh de 

« Haughmond Chartukry : TU. Son- I ^ Supra, YoL lY, pp. 868-9. 
dron. I 
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de Beckbttry^ who certainly held over William de Golden. John 
de Pichford^ the Minor above allnded to^ can have had but a trifling 
interest in Grolding. Whatever he had^ it was now (1255) in cus- 
tody of Master Walter de Peshal and Ralph fitz Nicholas^ to whom 
the King had given the wardship of this heir^ he beings as I have 
elsewhere explained^ a Tenant-in-capite at Albrighton^ and Idttle- 
Brug. 

The Assize-Roll of January 1256 confirms what I have said of 
Philip de Beckbur/s continued interest here^ by showing him to 
be seized of 209. rent and one pectoralis of land in Neubolde^ and 
of 16s. rent in Caldeton (Golden). For thirds of these heredita- 
ments^ as well as for a third of lO^. rent in Beckbury^ he was now 
impleaded by his step-mother, viz. by Alice, widow of his father 
John de Beckbury, and now wife of Thomas de Beckbury. Philip^s 
defence was that the marriage between his Father and Alice was 
unlawful. At first Thomas and Alice fined one merk to have an 
Inquest hereon, but afterwards Philip gave another merk pro lu 
centid concordandi,^ By the Fine thus initiated, Thomas and Alice 
remit their claims to thirds of 6s. rent in Golden, 10s. rent in 
Bechebir*, and 20*. rent and one pectoralis in Neubold. For this, 
Philip conceded a meadow in Bechebur' called Holdemor, with 
6*. 8rf. rent, to be received by Alice for life, from two-thirds of 
Philip^s Mill at Bechebur*, also one-third of the profits of common 
pasture in the wood of Bechebur', and one of every two oak-trees 
there fallen, and certain liberties to depasture sheep therein. 

In 1294 Ralph de Picheford, Lord of Albricton, grants to Walter 
son of Reginald de Goldene, that half-virgate in Goldene which 
Reginald his said father had held for life, abo a nocate and garden 
held by the said Reginald. The Tenant is to pay a rent of 1*. to 
Margaret, the Grantor's Mother, for her life. The Deed reserves 
suit of Court every three weeks, and a heriot, viz. the Tenant's 
best Ox. Witnesses, — ^Thomas de Peshale, Richard de Eton, 
Thurstan de Picheford, Richard son of Thurstan, Robert de Cres- 
sage. It is sealed with these Arms, — ^A dnquefoil within an orle 
of martlets.^ 

Thomas de Golden, who in June 1294 was Juror on a local 
Inquest, was probably Philip de Beckbury's Tenant here. On the 
death of Edward Burnell in 1315 it appears that he had held a 


* Assizes^ 40 Ueii. Ill, m. 8 darso. 

* Odey Deeds at Pitchford.— The Arms 
are precisely those which stood formerly 


on the windows and tombs at Albrighton 
(vide Vol. II, pp. 163, 164, 166). 
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between the years 1155 and 1158. It is attested by Marescote 
himself and by Adam his Esquire [Adam armigero efus), which 
satisfies me of the knightly rank of the former witness. Before the 
year 1172^ Marescot made a more independent grant to Haugh- 
mond Abbey^ viz. two-thirds of all tithes of his demesne of Eatune. 
This was attested by Henry^ the Grantor's son ; by Adam de Aran- 
dell; Wido le Strange; Robert de la Mare; Bobert fitz Herbert; 
and by one whose name is written as Bobert fitz Chaleuric^ but of 
whose identity I must speak elsewhere. This grant of Marsoot's is 
recorded in a Bull which Pope Alexander III issued to Haughmond 
Abbey in May, 1172. 

The second William fitz Alan came of age about the year 1175. 
Several of Ids Charters have the attestation of Marscot ; but two 
which he expedited to Buildwas Abbey, probably about 1176-6, are 
attested not only by Marscote, but by his two sons Henry and 
Hamo. Again, a Charter of the first John le Strange, which must 
be of date about 1177-8, is attested by Marescote and Henry his 
son. Parallel in time with these Charter evidences we have some 
notes of Marscofs political career. The Shropshire Pipe-BoU of 
1177 tells us how he had been amerced by the King himself for 
trespass of the Forest. One hundred merks and two horses was an 
enormous fine for a man of mere knightly degree. Marscot had 
however paid 85 merks, and had delivered two horses to the King 
himself. The King had excused him 50 merks. The balance 
(15 merks) he paid in the year following. In 1180 Marescot^s 
name is the first of twelve, apparently constituting a Jury, which 
had pronounced a false judgment against Fulk fitz Warin.^ His 
amercement on this occasion was 10 merks, five of which he paid on 
the instant, and the balance in subsequent years. From his attes- 
tation of Charters, I think it probable that Marscot was still living 
about the middle of Bichard I^s reign, viz. about 1194. It would 
seem that Henry, evidently his eldest son, died in Marscot's life- 
time, or else survived him but a short time, and was succeeded by 
his next Brother, Hamo. The Assize-BoU of 1203 exhibits Hamo 
Marscot as a Knight, and as a Juror in the greater class of causes. 
He himaelf fines 5 merks that he may have some Inquisition, his 
Sureties being Walter de Muneton, Walter Haket, William de 
Lotwich, Philip de Stapelton, and Hugh le Strange. Again, a son 
of his, whose name is not expressed, is mentioned as a Surety or a 

* Marescot, r. c. de X marcis quia interfiut &]bo judioio &cto Fulkoxii filio WannL 
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de Preston J I do not know that the former^ if his name was really 
Marscot^ can have been anything more than a Cadet of his House. 
The latter was more certainly a Coparcener in the Manor of Eaton 
Mascott. The other Coparcener was Thomas de Baskerville^ usually 
styled '^ of Newton,^' of whom I have already spoken as occurring 
from 1272 to 1294, in connection with Pickthom, Newton, and 
other Baskerville estates in South Shropshire.® In March, 1276, 
Thomas de Baskerville was one of the Jurors who made Inquest on 
the estates of John le Strange, then deceased. This I think must 
have been a result of interests already acquired in Eaton Mascott. 
The next notice of this Manor is that, like Cound and Kenley, the 
Seigneury thereof formed part of the estate in frank-marriage which 
Matilda fitz Alan brought to her husband Philip Bumel. Hence, 
after the said Philip's decease, an Inquest taken in May 1295 
states that Thomas de Baskervile and William de Preston held one 
carucate of land and 38«. rent in Eton Markcote under Philip and 
his wife.- Thomas de Baskerville was succeeded at Eaton by his 
son John, whom I have already named under Northwood and Law- 
ton as occurring in 1316-7 and 1325-6.* I have little to add to 
particulars already given, but that little belongs to Eaton Mas- 
cotttf A Deed of his is quoted which bears date at Eaton Mascott 
on July 25, 1326, and whereby he is said to have quit-claimed, to 
Kiehard Waters of Betton, 10^ acres in Eaton Mascott. Among 
the witnesses of this alleged Deed are Walter and Roger de Burton, 
and William de Preston. Besides Margaret wife of William Par- 
sons of Middleton, John de Baskervill seems to have had another 
daughter, Isabella, to whom he gave, or was said to have given, 
lands in Eaton Mascott. Isabella was again said to have trans- 
ferred these lands or part of them to Thomas son of Thomas atte 
Lee. However, we have notices of a suit, lasting from January 
1333 to December 1335, whereby it appears that John de Bas- 
kervill denied all his alleged grants in Eaton Mascott, and sued 
Thomas son of Thomas atte Lee, Thomas son of John atte Lee, 
and Isabella, his own daughter, for disseizing him of one mes- 
suage, 60 acres of land, and 5 acres of meadow, in Eton Mascot. 
Thomas son of Thomas atte Lee (the real Tenant) produced John de 
BaskervilTs Charter of 1326 as to part of the premises, and further 
alleged certain feofiinents made to himself by Isabella de Basker- 


^ Supra, p. 16. 

8 Supra, Vol. I, p. 241 ; Vol. IV, p. 172 ; 
Vol. V, pp. 102, 110. 
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by Robert de la Hay^ then Sheriff, Bichard de Middelhope, Richard 
de L^hton, Hugh de Lega, Wido de Hadenhale, Thomas de Hale* 
ton, Thomas de Withinton, and Richard de la Beche. 

Another confirmation of the same land passed between the same 
parties in the time of John le Strange, who succeeded to the 
Shrievalty in November 1236, and who (together with William de 
Hedley, William Hunald, Ralph de Pichford, Richard de Middel- 
hope, Richard de Lecton, and Hugh de Lega) attests the trans- 
action. I cannot tell whether a third Charter by William de la 
Beche to Haughmond Abbey was explanatory of, or in augmentation 
of, the former. It conveys all the Grantor's land called La Tunge 
and La Helde, on the bank of Cunede, as bounded by Cusibroke, 
by the land of Richard de Ballecote, and by other landmarks. 
Witnesses, — Sir Ralph de Pitchford, Sir William Hunalde, Roger 
Sprenghose, Walter de Harpecote, William Marsoot, Nicholas de 
Conedour, Clerk of Biriton, Richard de Eton, and Richard de Bas- 
cherche.^* 

I have spoken, under Berrington, of a Hugh de Byriton, occur- 
ring in 1262, and of John his son, occurring from 1292 to 1307. 
The latter occurs at Eaton Mascott as early, I think, as 1270. The 
Abbot of Haughmond leases to John son of Hugh de Biriton, and 
Carsiandra his wife, for their lives, his Mill of Eton Marscote and 
half a virgate of land, at a rent of 30s, Witnesses, — Richard de 
Eton, Hugh de Wlonkeslawe, William Marsoot of Eton, and Robert 
Marscot of Eton. Subsequently, John son of Hugh de Biriton 
grants to Haughmond Abbey, for the souls of himself and Car- 
siandra his wife, that seilion of land which waa nearest to the water 
called The Ree, near also to the Abbot's Mill of Eton-Marscote. 
Witnesses, — Hugh de Wlonkeslawe, Richard de Eton, William Mars- 
cot of Eton, Thomas Marscot of Eton, and William de Preston, 
Clerk.i8 

In November 1293 a fine was levied between John son of Hugh 
de Byriton (Plaintiff), and Thomas de Lyndeseye of Eton and 
Emma his wife (Impedients), of 14 acres in Eton Mascott, whereof 
was plea of warranty. John first acknowledges the right of Emma 
thereto. Thomas and Emma in turn concede the premises to John 
and Cassandra his wife, and to the heirs of John by Cassandra, to 
be held of the Lords of the Fee ; — ^with remainder, after Cassandra's 
death without issue, to the heirs of John. 

A Lease of Eaton-Mascott Mill to Thomas son of the above- 

^ Haughmond Chartularjr : 2Ht, Eton Marscote. 
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him. Hnning held it (in Saxon times) and was ficee. The (arable) 
land is safficient for one ox- team. Here is one Villain. The former 
yalue of the Manor was 16^. {per amrnm). Now it is worth 12d.^'^ 
And again : — ^^ Alward holds Hnndeslit of the Earl. iBlric held it 
(in Saxon times). Here is one hide^ and half a virgate. The (arable) 
land is sufficient for two ox^teams and a half. In demesne there is 
half a team and (there are) one Badman and one Villain with one 
team. The former value of the Manor was Ss. {per atmum). Now 
it is worth 4«."^ 

Most of the names mentioned in these two entries seem to have 
been otherwise associated with the yicinity. Huning^ Huninc^ or 
Hunic^ had in Saxon times enjoyed the neighbouring Manors of 
Cothercot and Welbatch^ and had shared in that of Pulverbatch. 
iEhic was perhaps identical with Elric the Saxon Lord of Hawksley 
(near Acton BumeU) . Bannulf^ Boger Corbet's Tenant in a small 
portion of Hnndeslit^ was also his Tenant in the whole of Welbatch. 
Among some minor changes which befell BrOger Corbet's Domesday 
Barony^ he and his Tenant Bannulf lost all interest in Stapleton. 
Their share thereof was annexed^ probably by Henry I^ to the 
Honour of Montgomery. I should not be inclined to attribute such a 
trifling dismemberment of Boger Corbet's Barony to his participation 
in the rebellion of Earl Bobert de Belesme^ for it appears that 
where Corbet lost one Domesday Manor he gained another. Such 
changes then were probably the result of some pacific re-arrangement 
between him and his Suzerains. 

As to Alward^ orElward, he was doubtless a Saxon^ and the same 
person with him who is elsewhere described as '' son of Elmund." 
The latter too was living at the time of Domesday, and shared in 
one of the many Manors which his son then held under the Norman 
Earl. As I have hinted under Condover^ the ultimate forfeiture of 
Elward is more than probable^ and his share of Hnndeslit was^ like 
Boger Corbef s^ annexed to the Honour of Montgomery. 

Stapleton then^ from the time of Henry I^ was held of the suc- 
cessive Lords of Montgomery^ and by a race of Feoffees^ the first of 
whom^ living in the reign of Stephen, I have already alluded to. 
This was Baldwin de Stapleton^ Lord of Stapleton and Wistanstow. 
He was in all probability a Norman, and his real name De Meisy. 
A vill, so called, stood at the Western extremity of the N«rman 
Diocese of Seez. Baldwin de Stapleton was succeeded by his son 
Philip after the year 1165. Philip seems to have increased his 

^■' Domesday, fos. 255, b, 1, and 259, b, 1. 
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de Stapleton of a free tenement in Stapleton. The damages were 
half a merk^ and the Defendant in misericordidy but what concern 
William Botterell can have had in Stapleton is matter of mere 
conjectnre.* 

At this period (1208) Philip de Stapleton was a Knight, if I may 
judge from his position as a Recognizor or Visor on more than one 
occasion. At the Forest Assizes of March 1209, the Vill of Stapel- 
ton was assessed as within Regard of the Long Forest. In one 
instance it is described by the name of its owner, viz. as Stapelton 
PhUippi, to distinguish it, I suppose, from the Vill of Stepleton-in- 
Leghamesse. 

At the Assizes of November 1221, Philip de Stapleton again 
appears as a Knight and 'Juror. As a Suitor also he obtained judg- 
ment against Roger, Serjeant of Meole, William Provost, Warin de 
Pole, and John fitz Edith, who had disseized him of a tenement in 
Stapleton. He recovered possession and 10^. damages. The Sureties 
of the Defendants were Warin de Pulil^, Walter de Neubold, 
Robert de Pulrebech, Henry de Wesseleg, Richard le Messer, and 
Richard fitz Edwin.^ In August 1226 Philip de Stapleton appears 
on a great Inquest concerning the Forest of Stiperstones. In a fine 
levied November 12, 1227, he surrenders a claim which he and 
others seem to have had to a tenancy in the Manor of Pulverbatch. 
In this instance his Attorney was Robert de Stapleton, — ^I think, 
his Son. 

The following Deeds probably passed between 1225 and 1230. — 

'^ Philip de Stapleton, with consent of his son Robert, releases to 
the Canons of Haghmon all claim in the wood of Wilderley. Wit- 
nesses, — Sir John le Strange, Thomas Maudut.*'® 
' " Robert de Stapleton, son of Philip, confirms. Witnesses, — Sir 
John le Strange, Thomas Mauduit, Vivian de Rossall.''^ 

''William, Abbot of Haghmon, and his Convent, concede to 
Philip de Stapelton and his heirs, that their Convent shall never 
maintain or assert any claim in the wood between Stapelton and 
Wilderley beyond the boundaries which are set forth in the Charters 
of the said Philip, and of Robert his Son, which Charters the Con- 
vent had already in their possession. Witnesses, — Sir John le 


* Perhaps this was a qaestion of boan- 
daiy, — between Stapleton and Longden. 
The hitter was BotereU's Manor. 

' Auizes, 6 Hen. Ill, memb. 1. The 
names of two other Sureties, viz. Brunn 


de Fulileg, and Gilbert de Meles, are 
cancelled in the Becord. 
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the Roll referred to being lost. Before the year 1272 John de 
Stapleton was deceased. At the Assizes of September in that year 
the Condover Jurors reported Bobert^ Lord of Stepleton^ as not in 
due attendance. Moreover^ though holder of a Knight's-fee^ and 
of full age^ he was not as yet a Knight. 

The Inquest on the death of George de Cantilupe^ ordered in 
November 1273^ seems to have noticed the Manor of Stepleton as 
held of his Barony^^^ but the document itself is lost. 

In November 1274 the Jurors of Chirbury Hundred^ returning 
the names of certain persons as holding of the Honour of Mont- 
gomery though not in the said Hundred^ reported that " Aobert 
de Stepulston held the Fill of Stepelston without any service^ which 
Vill had used to be held of the Honour aforesaid, by service of one 
Knighfs-fee^ and that the said service was withdrawn^ and the Vill 
was answerable for nothing.^'^^ In August 1282^ when the King's 
army was summoned to muster at Rhuddlan^ Sir Robert de Stapleton 
was one of the Knights named by Sir Theobald de Verdon^ in the 
contingent due from himself, as owing the services of 3^ knights'- 
fees. This same year a Bobert de Stapleton, perhaps the person 
under notice^ had a grant of Crown lands in Ireland.^^ In Easter 
Term 1280 I find Milisent widow of Eudo la Zouche asserting her 
claims as a coheiress of Cantilupe, and impleading (among others) 
Bobert de Stepleton, as Tenant of half a knight's-fee in Stapleton. In 
Hilary and Easter Terms 1283 we have evidence on the Plea- Bolls 
that this suit was stiU pending. However the Feodary of 1284 re- 
cognizes Bobert de Stepleton as Tenant of half a knight's-fee under 
Milisent la Suche, who held the same in capUe. 

An Inquest was taken April 3^ 1284^ pursuant to a Writ of King 
Edward I, and with reference to Bobert de Stapelton's design of en- 
closing and making a Park of the Bosc of Alsemore. The Jurors foimd 
that the change would not be injurious to the Crown; that only a 
corner of the said Bosc abutted on the Long Forest; the said Bosc had 
ever been divided from the main Forest {bassd haid), and no Regard 
was accustomed to be made therein ; that Bobert de Stepelton used 
the said Bosc as an enclosure for his own cattle ; that it contained five 
acres of land^ and was not frequented by beasts of chace. A memoran- 
dum attached to this Inquest intimates that in consequence of the large 
concession sought by De Stepelton, the King would require fuller 
information when the Justices of the Forest visited Shropshire.^* 


^ Calendar of InquesiSy I, 49. 
» Bot, Hundred, II, 89. 
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adherence to the Earl of Lancaster^ and his participation in the 
death of GaveHon,^ The Nomina-Villarum, returned in March 
1316^ has him as Lord of the Vill of Stepleton. He had several 
Military Summonses against the Scots during the reign of Edward 
II, viz. on August 20, 1316, and on March 20 and May 22, 1319. 
He was also summoned to attend a Great Council, pursuant to 
a Writ attested &t Westminster, May 9, 1324.s» Sir Robert de 
Stapleton was living in 1329,^^ but deceased in 1333. 

It appears to me that Sir Robert de Stapleton had no issue by his 
second wife, Isabella de Bermingham. His heir was apparently Ro- 
bert, son of Philip de Stapleton, whom I take to have been his grand- 
son by his first wife, rather than his Nephew, or Great-Nephew. 

By Indenture, made at Birmingham on July 20, 1333, it is re- 
cited that Isabella, widow of Sir Robert de Stepeltone, having 
been impleaded by Robert son of Philip de Stepeltone, for certain 
lands and tenements, had now surrendered the same, whereupon the 
said Robert son of Philip concedes to the said Isabella all her 
goods, chattels, and live and dead stock found on the premises, with 
free power to remove the same. Witnesses, — John de Wyrleye, 
John de Barre, Senior, William de Alrewych, etc.^^ 

This Robert, son of Philip de Stapleton, was probably the same 
with Robert Siappellton, who, in 18 Edw. Ill (1344-5), was party to 
a Pine concerning the Advowson of Aldridge and the Manor of 
Great Barr in Staffordshire.^ 

Robert, son of the last Robert by Cecily his wife, is alleged as 
Grantor in an Aldridge Deed of 20 Edw. Ill (1346-7),^ and was 


» Parliameniaty Writs, IT, 1456. 

« Shitto's Staffordshire, II, 98, where 
also it is intimated that this Sir Bohert 
de Stapleton was twice married. His first 
wife being a daughter of Koger de Mor- 
teyn of Walsall, Staffordshire, brought 
him estates at Great Barr and Aldridge. 
His second wite was Isabella de Ber- 
mingham. On her and on her heirs bj 
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thereof in 1868 and 1872. 

^ Charterinpossessionof W.W. How, 
Esq. 

This Deed is the Counterpart given by 
Isabella de Stepelton to Bobert son of 
Philip. It has her Seal attached ; — a neat 
specimen of the heraldic taste of the period. 
Three shields of arms have their base- 
points meeting in the centre of the Seal. 
The Upper Shield is charged with a Lion 
Bampant (Stapleton) ; the second Shield 
is Quarterly, per fesse indented (Berming- 
ham); the third is chained with a Beud- 
lozengy (Bermingham). The Legend is 
imperfect, but thus much remains: — 

S . . . . ELL .... 8TE .... TONS. 

a SJ^to'a Staffordshire, II, 99. 
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probably identical with Robert de Stapleton who presented to '• 
pleton Church in lft49. John de Stapleton, F&tron of the ai 
Church in 1381, was probably son and heir of the last Robert, 
served the office of Sheriff of Shropshire in 1383 and 1391. 

In the fifteenth century the Stapleton estates were divided am 
coheiresses, but 1 forbear to extend my remarks to a matter wl 
presents many difficulties, and on whidi my present infomutio 
fragmentary. The subject will recur under Wistaiutow. 

Or Undektenants in Stapleton, I should first notice Willi 
the younger son of that Philip de Stapleton who was deceases 
1231. At the Assises of 1256 there was a suit concerning ha 
virgate in Stapelton, between William son of Philip de Stapel 
on the one hand, and Geoffrey fitz Henry of Rnthon, and En 
his wife, on the other. Stapleton gave half a merk for Ucent 
accord. The Pine, hereupon levied) places the half-viigate in Li 
Hanwood. William de Stapleton, the Tenant, acknowledges 
right of Emma thereto, and she, with her husband, concedes i 
William, to hold in fee, of themselves and the heirs of Emma, 
penny rent. Later in the century there was a Sir William de i 
pleton interested in this neighbourhood, but 1 will not assuiae '. 
to have been the same person with the above. He attests a Long 
Deed in 1273, and was one of two Knights who presided over an 
portant Inquest concerning Lythwood in IftSO.** A teating-cU 
of 1284, already given under Condover,^ contains the names of 
William and Sir Robert de Stapleton. Here the Head of 
House seems to be placed second in order, probably because 
William was a much older man. This Sir William was unqi 
tiouably Father of that Philip de Stapleton whom 1 have nai 
under Willey as living in 1277-8 and deceased in 12S3, and i 
appears to have left no issue by his wife Bui^a de Wililc 
Robert, perhaps a Brother of the said Philip, has occurred to u 
1392, where joint mention is also made of his Mother, vis. I« 
widow of William de Stapleton." Another Cadet of this He 
was Robert de Meisy, younger son, 1 think, of that Robert de ! 
pleton who was deceased in 1243. At the Assizes of January 1 
this Robert and Eva his wife (by their Attorney, Absolon 
Upham), sued Philip Marmyun and Johanna his wife, John 
Neweton, and Roger de Weslegh, for disseizing them of a teneu 
in Stepelton. Marmyun evaded the issue by pleading that his ' 

« InquuiUoni, S Edw. I, No, 46, b, »nd I » Sapm, Vol. II, pp. Bl, 68. 
snpra, p. 17. I " Supm, VoL IV, pp. 363-4. 
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-was only a Coparcener in the inheritance of Hugh de Kilpec^ and 
so could not be thus sued individually. The Court gave the Flaintifb 
leave to amend the form of their procedure.^ In April following^ 
I find Robert de Meysy taking out a new Writ for disseizin in 
Stapleton^ but the Defendant named is Eva widow of PhUip Mar- 
mion, — acomplex but inteUigible error. The Pipe- Roll of the year 
records a debt of 20s., due from Robert de Meysi and Eva his wife, 
pro habendd assisd. On October 20, 1259, Robert de Meysi and 
his wife take out another Writ against Philip Marmion. At the 
Forest Assizes of 1262 one Robert de Stepleton is mentioned, appa- 
rency as deceased. Richard de Bradele is named as his Essoignor. 
He was perhaps the same with Robert de Meysy. 

STAPLETON CHURCH. 

This Church was probably foimded in the first half of the twelfth 
century, as I have already suggested. Such a date of Foundation 
necessarily implies that it was originally a Chapel, — an affiliation of 
some greater Church. It is indeed often called a Chapel in early 
Records. I cannot hesitate to assign Condover as the Mother 
Church of Stapleton. 

The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of Stepdton, in the 
Deanery of Salop, at £4. per annum,^ The Assessors of the Ninth, 
in 1341, call the Church a Chapel^ and rate the Parish at £1 . 16^. 8^. 
to the current tax. The cultivation of the land was in a low state, 
and the Glebe-land, Small-tithes, and Rents, belonging to the 
Chapel, constituted £2. 18*. 4rf. of the Church Taxation,^ The 
Valor of 1534-5 gives Stepulton as a Rectory, held by Richard 
Webbe, and worth £7, per annum. The Procurations were 1*., the 
Synodals 1*. M, per annum. A Pension of 10*. was payable by the 
Rector to Shrewsbury Abbey .*^ This charge, though mentioned in 
no earlier Record, was beyond all doubt a vestige of the original 
dependence of Stapleton Chapel on Condover Church. 

EAELY INCUMBENTS. 

Richard de Adbaston, Priest, was admitted to the '^ Rectory of 
the Chapel of Stepelton'^ on October 25, 1307, at the presentation 
of Sir Robert de Stepelton, Knight.*^ He resigned July 1, 1322. 


^ Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, mm. 12 and 14. 
^ Pope Nieh. Taxation, p. 244, b. 
^ Inquis, Nona^rwm, p. 192. 


^ Valor EeclesiasHous, TH, 194. 
^ Begist. Langton, fo. 27. 
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The letters or letter represented by the Domesday ku, are merely 
the hw, or aspirated to, of the Saxon language. In modern English 
we place the aspirate in these forms after the w, as in when, 
where, etc.^ so that the Domesday Hv^lbec is tantamount to the 
modem word Whelbec. The further change which has obtained in 
the name of this place is paralleled in a second instance, for thq 
Poirebec of Domesday is now written Puherbatch. 

Domesday describes Welbatch as follows. — 

'^ Roger fitz Corbet holds, of Earl Roger, Huelbec, and Rannulf 
holds it of him. Huninc held it (in Saxon times) and was free 
together with this land. Here is one hide geldable. In demesne 
there is i ox-team, and ii Serfs, and ii Boors. Here is a Mill which 
will grind in winter but not in summer.^ In King Edward^s time 
the Manor was worth 20^. (yearly) ; now it is worth 6s/'^ 

The non-continuance of Rannulf^s interests in Welbatch has 
already been paralleled in the analogous case of Stapleton. How- 
ever, I cannot make out that Welbatch was, like Stapleton, lost to 
Ck>rbet's Seigneury or annexed to the Honour of Montgomery. 
The oidy direct evidence I have on the point would indicate the 
Barons of Pulverbatch as the Seigneural Lords of Welbatch in the 
thirteenth century, but that evidence is of a doubtful character, as 
we shall see in the sequel. On the other hand, a piece of indirect 
evidence favours the opinion that Corbef s Seigneury over Welbatch 
continued. — We have seen in a former Volume that, about the year 
1203-4, William fitz Walter conveyed to Robert de Gatacre half a 
hide in Great Lyth, held under the Barony of Pulverbatch ; also 
that he added to the concession certain nokes of land, held of the 
Fee of Alberbury? My conviction is that these nokes were in Wel- 
batch, a Manor which adjoined Great Lyth. If so, Welbatch was 
probably of the Fee of Alberbury ; — an expression which can have 
but one meaning, viz. that Welbatch, like Alberbury, was held by 
Fitz Warin under Corbet of Cans. Baldwin de Hodnet, I should 
add, the first witness of William fitz Walter's concession, was 


1 " Moliniun hiemale non sstiTum. 
^ JDomesdaift fo. 255, b. 1. 


Supra^ Vol. Ill, p. 88. 
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probably Fitz Warm's immediate tenant at Welbatdi. 
Corbet was Seigneoral Lord of Welbatcb or not, it ia dear 
eridence that Fitz Warin of Wtuttington was Mesne-I 
that under Fitz Warin the family of De Hodnet had the 
fee. Now these De Hodnet« were SeneBcbals of Montgome 
and so, on the death of Baldwin de Hodnet, early in 
estates, as well Uiose which be held of the Crown b; thi 
of Seneschalcj', as those which he held of other Lords, wi 
into the King's hand by Godescall de Maghelin, then 
Montgomery Castle. But a precept of Henry III, dated 
1225, draws a distinction between these two classes of es' 
commands the said Cuttoi " to give Fnlk fits Warin 
Hwelbech and Muston (Moston), whidi Baldwin de He 
held of the said Fulk in capite, bat to retain whatever Bal 
held of the King's fee of Montgomery."* The next notio 
have of this place is in or about 1240, when Odo de Hod 
son of Baldwin) had attained his full age, and was r^ 
Tenant of half a knighf a-fee in Welbach.' This Tenure i 
under the Barony or Fief of Hugh de Kilpec, then Bare 
verbatch, but the list of Kilpec's Fees is so manifestly inc 
other respects, that I do not trust it in this. Moreover th 
tenure of JHtz- Warin is alt(^ther ignored. The Hundrc 
1255 is more accurate in this respect. It says that Sii 
Bodenet holds Wulbech of Fulk fitz Warin for a hide of 
Domeaday estimate). He paid 8d. per annum for ttrett 
motfet, but had withdrawn himself from suit (of Coi 
Hundred) twelve years before, whereby the King was 
24«., or at the rate of 2«. per annum.' The Inquest taken 
1284, on the death of Sir Odo de Hodenet, states that h 
of Whelbecbe under Fulk fitz Warin was by service 
twentieth part of a knighf s-fee. The value of the estate 
per aamiam? 

Welbatcb passed with the heir-general of the Hodne 
Ludlows. Hence on the death of WUliarn de Ludlow in 
Inquest, taken on November 11th at Shrewsbury, state; 
and his wife Matilda (she was the Hodnet heiress) had joi 
the ViiU of Welbache and Moston by feoffment of W 
Hodnet. The Tenure of both VilU was clearly under on 
and inferentially (for I quote an obliterated Record) um 

< Soi. Omu: ToI. IT, p. 16. I • Sot. Htmdrad. II, 62. 

* Tata d4 Hfmtl, pp. 4S, b, 50, a. I ' fnfunfnMu, 12 Edw. I, ] 
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fitas Warin. They were held, I think it is stated, by service of a 
tenth part of a knight's-fee.^ An abstract of this Inquest, taken 
when the Docament was more legible, gives the constituents of the 
estate at Welbache as a Messuage, 80 acres of land, a water-onill, 
and 58«. 6d. in rents." In 1826 the Canons of St. Chads, Shrews- 
bury, seem to have had property at Whelebeche.^® 


^ctott Bumell 




.f 


L* ' 


^ 


'a 


This was another of Roger fitz Corbet's Domesday Manors, and 
the Seigneury remained with his Descendants, the Barons of Cans. 
Domesday describes it thus. — 

'' The same Roger (fitz Corbet) holds Actune (of the Earl) and one 
Roger (holds it) of him. Gk)dric held it (in Saxon times) and was 
a free man. Here are three and a half hides geldable. In demesne 
there is one ox-team, and (there are) ii Serfs, i Villain, mi Boors, 
and I Radman, with a Team and half. In King Edward's time (the 
Manor) was worth 80*. per anmmh; afterwards it was worth 15«. ; 
now it is worth 20«. There might be one team more here."^ 

I cannot affirm, nor will I deny, that Roger, the Domesday Tenant 
of Actune, was Ancestor of those Bumels who afterwards gave 
the Manor its distinctive name. Such a descent rests on the average 
probability that the Tenant of any given Manor in the twelfth 
century was lineal heir of the Tenant in the eleventh century. Dug- 
dale has given us a genealogy, or rather List, of the Bumels which 
would make the name of the Domesday Representatives of the 
family to have been Robert? However this evidence is very ques- 
tionable. Dugdale's list of Bumels was copied from an old Martyr^ 
ology belonging to Buildwas Abbey. It was either then the result of 
a Record kept by, or a Genealogy extemporized by, the Monks of 
Buildwas. As Buildwas was not founded till fifty years after Domes- 
day ^ the evidence of its Monks in this matter is so far doubtful as 
it was less than cotemporary. But we may judge this Mariyrology 
by another standard. It gives the names and obits of seven suc- 
cessive Bumels. To the last three of these names we can apply 


8 Inquidtums, 10 Edw. H, No. 
' Calendar, Vol. I, p. 283. 
^ Sut. Shrewsbury, II, 184. 

VI. 


* Domesday, fo. 255, b, 1. 
' Dugdale^a Baronage, II, 60. 
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the test of cotemporary and authentic Records. Not a sing 
date, or fact is found to tally with ascertained or probab 
The later half of tluB Martyrohgy being thus diacoTered to 
dacions, the earlier half is still less to be trusted. We 
short, reject the whole as fabulous. It was evidently a tri 
vised by obsajnious Monks to gratify the pride of the B 
the days of their prosperity. I shall now have to give & 1 
matic but a very different account of the nse and fortooei 
family. 

The first Bnmel of whom I find authentic mention, is 
Bumcll. He attests a Charter of Peter, Priorof Wenlock, 
Rhall set forth under Hughley, and show to have passed 
1169 and 1176. Soon after this we have evidence of twc 
branches of this family, each holding or claiming to hold a 
Acton Bumell and other estates. The representative of 1 
posed) elder branch was Thomas Bumel, and he had a brot 
liam. The representative of the (supposed) younger bra 
Geiin, or Warin, Bumel. It is probable that Thomas ar 
were more distantly related than as brethren. It is also 
that Thomas and William were sons of that William who at 
Wenlock Deed above mentioned. 

Among the Oblata entered in the Shropshire Pipe-Roll 
is this one. — "Gerin Buroell accounts for 5 merks to have t 
recto) in the Curia Regis, concerning one knightVfee in I 
He had paid 22». already. The balance of 44«. &/. he-dif 
in the year following. This suit was probably against 
Bumel, who was, I think, holding the whole of Acton Bi; 
the period, and who seems to have been Lord of Langley an 
ley, an estate which was held tn capile by' Scijcantry. T 
between Thomas and Gerin Bumel was seemingly of long d 
It was settled by a Fine levied after the year 1189 (becam 
time of Richard I), and before 1195, when, as I shall show, 
Bumell was dead. The particulars of this fine are not r 
further than that it dealt with a knight's-fee, and half a h; 
12 acres of land, in Akerton (Acton), Langley, and Ruckle; 
result, gathered from later evidences, was that Gerin Bun 
tained a share of Acton. In 1195 Thomas Bumel died 
issue. His tenure by Serjeantry Decessitatcd a fine with the 
by his heir. Hence the Pipe- Roll of 1 1 95 exhibits William 
as " accounting 40«. for having the land of hia Brother Thomaf 
next heir he is." He paid 20». now, and 20*. in the year fol 
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On January 14^ 1198^ a Fine was levied at Shrewsbury which shows 
WiiUam Bumill buying off for 16 merks the claim of Simon Bumill 
to a hide and half-virgate of land in Akton Bumill. Simon^ who gives 
an absolute surrender^ was probably a Cadet of the family^ but more 
nearly related to William than to Gerin BurneU, who still held his 
share of the Manor, and was about this time succeeded by a son and 
heir^ Hugh. Continuing my account of William Bumel (II), as 
he may fitly be called, I observe his name as a Knight sitting on 
the Grand Assize^ which I have mentioned under Nordley Regis, 
as taken in Easter Term 1200.^ In the same Term Hugh Bumel 
was one of the absent Becognizors empanelled to try the cause men- 
tioned under Hamage.* At the Assizes of October 1203, William 
Bumell again appears as a Knight and Juror of Grand-Assize. In 
November 1204 he was Visor of the alleged illness of Warner de 
Wililey, who was essaigmng himself at Kenley. In Mai*ch 1209 the 
Forest Assize-Roll gives one imbladement in the Long Forest, and 
two in the Forest of Mount Gilbert, as chargeable on William 
Buruell. In 1211 he is duly recorded as Tenant in capite of Lang- 
ley, a matter which at present I postpone. I gather from evidence 
given at a trial in the year 1272, that William Burnel (II) died in 
the year 1220. This date was perhaps not intended as quite exact, 
but it is certain that William Bumel (II) was succeeded by a son 
and heir, William. I conclude it was William Burnel (III)> who, at 
the Assizes of November 1221, appears not only as a Knight and 
Juror, but as one'of the four Coroners of Shropshire. At these 
Assizes a presentment of much interest occurs among the Pleas of 
the Crown for Condover Hundred. The transaction alluded to 
seems to have taken place some years before, that is, during the 
Shrievalty of Thomaf de Erdinton, — which expired in April 1216. 
Gerin Burnell, implicated therein, I take to have been son of Hugh, 
but Hugh (as we shall see) was alive long after. This Gerin Bur- 
nell, with William Corbet and others, had, it was alleged, robbed a 
Monk of Buildwas, at the instigation of Thomas Corbet, whose 
Aunt had a House in the Abbey Formate, at* Shrewsbury, in which 
House the robbery was said to have taken place. Since the rob- 
bery, Gerin Bumell and William Corbet, to avoid arrest, had come 
forward and given 5 merks to be allowed to find Sureties for their 
future appearance to take their trial. Robert Corbet (evidently the 
Baron of Cans, and father of Thomas) had stood security for the 
fine. The Sureties for the reappearance of the accused were chiefly 

» Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 157. | * Supra, p. 74. 
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from a place in the Bttmel Martyrology. A Plea-Roll of 83 
Henry III (1248^9) notices a pending Suit between William^ son 
of William^ and Grandson of William Bumel^ and the Abbot of 
Shrewsbnry. It related to a Fine levied in 1197 by William 
Bumel^ the Grandfather^ and Hugh^ a former Abbot. What I here 
have to notice most^ is that the suit was adjourned sine die, because 
William Bumel^ the present Litigant^ ^^ had committed felony by 
slaying a man/' The Inquests taken on this matter are more par- 
ticular as to the crime. One^ ordered by Writ Eoyal of April 17^ 
1249^ says that William Bumel had slain two men^ and that he was 
abready outlawed.^ A later Inquest, ordered by Writ of March 16, 
1253, gives the names of his two victims. One was * * * * Curteis, 
the other was a Priest, named Gilbert. The outlawry had been 
pronounced after due process in the County Court.^^ 

It is obvious that, after the sentence of outlawry had issued in 
1249, the King must have had William Bumel's share of Acton 
Bumell for a year and a day. In the ordinary course, the said 
share would then revert to the Suzerain, that is, to Thomas Corbet 
of Cans. That Baron appears to me to have introduced Hugh de 
Beckbury therein, but not,' I think, as a regular Feoffee. Mean- 
time Ijie name of Burnel was by no means obliterated in the dis- 
grace of its Chief. Boger Bumel actually sat on the Inquests of 
1249 and 1253, which I just now was quoting; and Philip Bumel 
sat on the Inquest of 1253, and occurs in October of the same year 
as Juror in a great Inquest concerning the right of Patronage over 
Haughmond Abbey. Now, of these two persons, it is evident that 
Boger was the representative of Gerin Bumel, living in 1240. The 
Hundred-Boll of 1255 says accordingly that '' Boger Bumel and 
Hugh de Becbur* hold Acton Bumel, for three hides, of the Fief of 
Sir Thomas Corbet, and they pay 28. per annum for stretward and 
motfeCy and do suit to Condover Hundred.^'^^ The Pipe- Roll of 1257 
contains a reminiscence of William Bumel the Outlaw. His Chat- 
tels, valued at £\, \0s, Sd,, had been sold by the Sheriff, and the 
proceeds handed over to William de Gardinis (he was now Lord of 


w • " InquisUiona, 33 Hen. HI, No. 87, 
and 37 Hen. Ill, No. 73. 

" Bot. Hundred. II, 62. Hugh de 
Beckbnry's interest in Acton BumeL was 
probably little or nothing more than as 
Bailiff to Thomas Corbet. That he held 
tliat office we have already had some eyi- 
dence (supra, Vol. II, p. 136). We have. 


on the other hand, had evidence that 
Beckbury gave Corbet a lease of Har- 
rington, commencing in 1256. GPhismay 
have been part of some greater transaction 
whereof the other part was perhaps a like 
temporary interest, granted by Corbet to 
Beckbury in Acton BomeU. 
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native place^ and he obtained^ by purchase rather than by inhe- 
ritance^ the fee-simple of the whole Manor ; — both that portion 
which had belonged to the Outlaw^ and that which we last saw in 
the hands of Roger Bumdl. What was Robert Bumell's relation- 
ship to any of the Bumells already mentioned^ is a question on 
which I will throw the little light I am able^ in the course of the 
narrative. The first mention I have found of Robert Bumell is in 
company with other Clerks of Prince Edward^ who were apparently 
about to accompany the Prince on a visit to France. A Patent of 
protection^ usual to such occasions^ issued in behalf of the said 
Clerks^ and bears date November 8^ 1260. Robert Bumell^s ac- 
quisitions at Acton Bumell probably commenced before the year 
1263^ for a Patent bearing date in June of that year mentions him 
in company with Thomas Corbet of Caus^, Peter his son^ and seven- 
teen other persons^ of whom I know that at least fifteen were 
Vassals of the said Thomas Corbet. The whole of this company 
had the King's letters of protection till November 1 following^ in 
case the War with Wales should last so long. It is certain that 
during the campaign of this year Robert Bumell was employed by 
Prince Edward, whom we know to have been at Shrewsbury in 
April, caring for the state of the Marches.^*^ The next occurrence 
of his name is still more significant. It is in a Patent of March 
1265, one of those Pseudo-Patents which issued while King Henry 
and Prince Edward were captives of Montfort. — Robert Burnell 
and others have Letters of Safe^Conduct into South Wales, whither 
they are going ^* on the afiairs of Edward the King's son.'' 

I have a note of a Charter of Henry III to Robert Bumell 
''concerning 15«. rent in Langele, Rokele, Hocales, and Acton 
Bumell, within the Forest of Salop." This Charter was dated 
October, 1266, when the King was before Kenilworth.^^ It is ex- 
plained by a cotemporary Patent, wherein the King remits to 
Robert Burnell, in fee, an annual rent of 15^. paid for assarts made 
in the Boscs of the Manors of Langeley, Rockley, Howhales, and 
Acton Bumell, within the Forest of Salop, so that he and his heirs 
were to hold the said assarts, quit of waste and regard for ever. A 
second Patent allows the said Robert Bumell to impark his bosc 


pp. 118, 119) spoken of. Lord Camp- 
bell's statement (liyes of the Chanoellors) 
that Robert Bumel's father was named 
Robert, strengthened this idea, for Robert 
de Acton was son of one Robert de I>ga. 


A fortuitous piece of eyidence, which I 
wiU mark in a future note, has conyinoed 
me that this identity is imaginaiy. 

« Fofdera, I, 425. 

i« Harlcian MSS. 1982, fo. 52. 
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Among the great events of English History the departure of 
Prince Edward for Palestine is one to which the most discordant 
dates have been assigned by various Authors. Without pretending 
to a very minute investigation of the matter, I select, as most con- 
sistent with the Patent-Rolls, the date given in the Armab of 
fFaverley, viz. August 19, 1270, when it would seem that the Prince 
and his companions embarked from Dover. If Robert Burnell ever 
embarked with the Prince, there is abundant evidence that he re- 
turned home long before Edward, and probably before the latter 
reached Palestine. 

A Patent of January 24, 1272, mentions Robert Burnell as Arch- 
deacon of York ; another of February 20th shows him holding that 
dignity, and in actual attendance in King Henry's Court at West- 
minster.^ 

On June 18, 1272, Prince Edward, then at Acre, in Palestine, 
made a Will, wherein he appointed Robert Burnell one of his Ex- 
ecutors, but in terms which do not indicate where Burnel was at 
the time.^ At the County Assizes of September 1272, the Jurors 
for Condover Hundred reported Robert Burners establishment of 
a Market at Acton Burnel. They also stated that the Vills of Acton 
Burnel and Langley, having been used to do suit to the Hundred 
every three weeks, had been withdrawn six years previously, and 
that two-thirds of the Vill of Acton Pigot having owed suit to the 
Sheriffs' tourn had been withdrawn two years previously, all by Ro- 
bert Burnell. Moreover Robert Burnel, and Robert, Clerk of Acton,^^ 
were not in due attendance at these Assizes. One of the Jurors 
who made these presentments was William Burnel, no doubt the 
brother of Robert already mentioned, whilst Hugh Biunel, the 
other brother, was apparently a Knight, and sat as a Juror in causes 
tried by Grand Assize, 

A Patent of the 19th of this same month of September aptly 
shows why Robert Burnell was not in Shropshire. With the Arch- - 
bishop of York and Roger de Mortimer, he is named as a locum 
tenens of the King's absent son Edward. Another Patent of Sep- 
tember 24 gives protection to Archdeacon Bumel's men, and to any 
traders who might attend the Market and Fairs recently chartered at 
Acton Burnell. 

Though Burnel was not in Palestine, it appears that Malcolumb 


» FoBdera, Vol. I, p. 492, 495. 
^ It is this mention of Kobert de 
Acton, Clerk, in the same document with 


Bobert Burnel, that shows them to haye 
been two persons (vide supra, pp. 126-7, 
note 14). 
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since the 52nd year of Henry III, the Jurors know not by what 
warranty/'^ And again, ^'Robert Bumel did make a Park at 
Acton Burnel in the 53rd year of King Henry, the Jurors know 
not by what warranty/'^ Again I notice that William Bumel, 
probably the Chancellor's own brother, was one of the Jurors who 
made these observations. 

Dugdale, whose account of the Burnels of the thirteenth cen- 
tury is extremely inaccurate, speaks of two brothers of the family, 
" Robert and William," who were drowned at Nevyn in 1282. He 
also identifies Robert Bumell, thus said to be drowned, with Ro- 
bert Bumell who had had the grant of Market, etc., in 1269." 
The condusion due on these premises would be the very prepos- 
terous one that Lord Chancellor Bumel was drowned in 1282 I 
However, this drowning story was probably foimded on a fact, and 
we search for the true particulars elsewhere. — 

The Chroniclers give various accounts of a great mischance 
which befell the English arms near the Menai Straits, on St. Leo- 
nard's Day (November 6) 1282. The King's forces were, it seems, 
encamped in Anglesey, but the Straits had been spanned by a 
bridge of vessels. A lai^ party of the English, commanded by 
Sir William Latimer, and seconded by a troop of Gascon Merce- 
naries, crossed this bridge to plunder or to explore. They were 
surprised by the Welsh, overpowered, and put to flight. A high 
tide prevented them from regaining their bridge, and nearly the 
whole party were slaughtered or drowned in the endeavour. Prom 
thirteen to fifteen knights, from seventeen to thirty-two Esquires 
of name, from two hundred to a thousand foot-soldiers, are variously 
stated to have fallen in this manner. One Chronicle enumerates 
among the slain, two Gentlemen of good accompty that were bre- 
thren to Robert Bumell then Bishop of Bath?^ 

I can show the probability of this statement from other Records. 
Sir William Bumel, Knight (we know that the Bishop had a 
brother William), performing military service due from the Bishop 
of Bath and Wells, is on the Roll of those who were summoned 
to muster at Rhuddlan on August 2, 1282, against Lewellyn.^ 
His compliance and his fate are obvious. 

Again, King Edward I, being at this very Rhuddlan on Novem- 
ber 10, 1282, issued writs of Diem clausit extremum, annoimcing 


a Rot Hundred. II, 91, 92. 
" Baronage, Vol. II, p. 60. 
*» Powel (p. 272), apparently quoting 


the Chronicles of Dunstaple. 

* Parliamentary Writs, I, pp. 228, 
235. 
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the death of Philip Burnel to the SheriGh of Northampt«Ru 
and Buckinghamshire. The Inqneata, herenpou returned, men 
certain estates held by the deceased under Sir Robert Bnmell, 
also was next heir to the deceased, as regarded these partic 
estates. Here then we have the name of a third brother of 
Chancellor, though the Inquest does not declare the relatiom 
We have also proof that Philip Bumel died without issue. La 
we see that the statement, which makes Sir Hugh Bumel to ] 
been elder brother of the Chancellor," is probably erroneous, 
had it been so. Sir Hugh, who was atill living, would have 1 
next heir to Philip. 

I refer elsewhere for indications that the King himself was 
Gluest of his Chancellor at Acton Bumell in Octob^ 1283, alet 
BOtne particulars of the Parliament which was assembled at A' 
Bumell at this period.'^ The Statute De MercatoribuB, other 
known aa the " Statute of Acton Bumell," was enacted in 
Parliament. Its object was to facilitate the recovery of debts, 
has been highly commended for its wisdom and justice. It 
probably devised by the Chancellor himself; and it is very rem! 
able that the first person of mark who is known to have e: 
rienced its Btriagency was Philip Bumel, the Chancellor's < 
Nephew and spendthrift heir. 

A Patent of January 28, 1284, allows that " Robert, Bisho 
Bath and Wells, our Chancellor, may, he or his heirs, strengt 
with a wall of stone and lime, and also embattle their mansio 
Acton BuraeU."*» 

A Patent of Edward I, tested at Caernarvon, July 15, 1284, ii 
interesting document. The King professes himself to have \ 
"long observant, as in gratitude bound, of the affection which 
Venerable Father, Robert, Bishop of Bath and Wells, entertaij 
and was still entertaining towards his native place {nataU aolwn 
Acton Burnel, whence he derived his origin, and towards the p© 
of those parts." The King recites a previous license which he 
given to the Bishop to take building-timber from the dem« 
hayes and boics of Salop for the purpose of constructing his Mi 
House there. The King now admonishes his Justices and o 
Officers of the Forest not to annoy the Bishop, hia heirs, or 
men, in respect of the said license. Another Patent of the si 
date^' shows that the Bosc of Frodealey and Burnell's own i 

^ Lord CampbeWt Licea qf the CAan- i " ffutory of SArrvabary, I, 149-1 
n-llor». Vol. I, p. 163. 1 * Patent, 12 Edw. I, mm. 17, ani 


BURNEL OF ACTON BUENELL AND OF LANGLEY. 

BiDXB LOTB. 


133 


William BumeL Occurs between 1169 and 1176. = 


2 


T 


Thomas BumeL 
ObiU circa 1194. 


I 
William Bumel (n). — 

Had Liyery 1195. 

Olmt circa 1220. 


I 


I 


8 

~ T 

Simon Bumel. 
Occurs 1198. 


William Bumd (HI). — Kose. 
Occurs circa 1220. f SwperHes 1249, 1262. 
Defunctus Oct. 
2 


iel(ni). — 
L220. T 
b. 1247. 


illiam Bumel (IV). 
d Somage 
;t. 20, 1247. 
itlawed for 
ony 1249. 


1st wife, Alianore, 
widow of Richard 
de Sanford, 1256. 


Richard Bumel. ; 

Occurs 1255, 1260," 

1271, 1284, 1289, 

1811. 

OUit Sept. 131S. 


2nd wife ••• • 


William Bumel (V). 
NaUu circ. Oct. 1281. 
Occ. 1816. 
Defiutctus Jan. 1881. 


Roisia. 
Superstet 1331. 


i 


William Bumel. 
Naius Aug. 15, 1814. 
Living Feb. 1831. 
OhiU 8. j>. 

2 


! 


Edward Bumel. 
N<Uu8 post 1314. 
Marriage contract 1828. 
Occ. 1849. Oh. 1877. 


== Margaret Lee. 


3 


Hugelina Bumel. 
wife of Robert le 
Keyne, 1377. 


Robert Lee of Roden. 
Occurs 1400. 
Defuncius 1429. 


Roger de la Lee 
of Lee and Fimhill. 
Occ. 1366, 1377. 
Deft 1881. 


Johanna Bumel. 
Superstea 1381. 
ObiU Sept. 18, 1400. 
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--- Petronilla de la Lee 
daughter and sole heir. 
Nata ante 1378. 
ObiU March 12, 1442. 
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Ralph Lee of Roden and Langley. ^ Isabella. 
Natue circa 1404. Ob. Dec. 5, 1479. 
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of Condoyer had been seized into the King's hands for some waste 
alleged against the Chaneelior and his men. The King now par- 
dons the said waste, and restores the said Boscs to the Chancellor. 
This great man died at Berwick-npon-Tweed on October 25^ 1292^ 
whilst attending his Sovereign on his Scottish affidrs.^ His body 
was sent to WeUs for burial, and he was interred in the nave of 
that Cathedral on November 28rd. At the time of Bishop Bumell's 
deaths the Justices in Eyre were holding Assizes at Shrewsbury^ 
where they had commenced business on October 6th. Their pro- 
ceedings show, not only that Bumell's decease was fiilly known^ but 
that his heir was ahready recognized in the person of Philip Bumel 
his Nephew. The latter was actually questioned at these Assizes^ 
as Lord of Acton Bumell^ Acton Pigot, and Allecot, for the with- 
drawal of those Vills from their suit of Condover Hundred^ a with- 
drawal here alleged to have taken place seventeen years before. He 
was also questioned for exercising Jree warren in Acton Bumell, 
Acton Pigot^ and Cound^ also for 'holding two Great annual Courts 
at Cound^ and assizing bread and beer in Acton Bumell and 
Cound; also for weyf in Cound^ and for tumberell, and piUory^ and 
a Market on Simdays^ at Acton Burnell. His general plea to these 
questions was that the estates were in the King's hand by reason of 
Bishop Bumell's deaths a plea which^ as regarded Cound^ seems to 
me to have been unfounded in fact. 

The Inquisition taken December 10^ 1292^ as to the estates of 
Robert Bumell deceased^ notifies his Tenure of Acton Bumell under 
Sir Peter Corbet by service of half a knighfs-fee. The Capital 
messuage there^ with its garden^ curtilage^ moat^ bams^ etc.^ was 
valued at the imusual sum of 40«. per annum over and above the 
cost of its maintenance. Four carucates of land, held in demesne, 
were worth £S.; two acres of meadow were worth 4s,; three 
Vivaries were worth 20^. ; a Water-M ill was worth £2. ISs. 4rf. ; 
the Park was valued at £1. 6s. Sd. ; two dove-cotes at &s.; and 
the assized rents of free-tenants and Burgesses realized £5. 2s. 2^d. 
per annum.^^ ^ 

Besides the great estates which this Inquest shows Bumel to 
have acquired, there is one entry which proves that the minutest 
gains of Shropshire territory had not been above his notice. He 
had bought up a number of rents, due to the Crown from assarted 
lauds, scattered about the County. These Bents amounted to 

» Faderay I, 762. | ^i inquMUong, 21 Edward I, No. 50. 
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indnded in a Charter granted by hia hord William Bnmel 
the present Grantor). Witnesses, — Thomas de Lega, Hugl 
brother, Richard de L^a, lU^er Malveisin, Roger Sprenghose 
otbers.'"» 

Richard de Fulwood was a Jaror for Condorer Hundred a 
Assizes of 1256. He also sat on local Juries in April 12&J 
December 1273. In November 1274 William de Folewode wa 
of the Jurors who made Inquest for tbe Hundred. He ocean 
on a local Jury in 128S. 

AOTON BTTRMELL CHUBCH. 

I hare already hinted my conviction that this Church wai 
ginally a Chapel. Condover and Cound were the Mother Cbu 
of the district. I should suppose Acton Bumell to have bet 
afiBliation of Cound. 

In 1291 this Charch was valued at only £2. per atmum.^ 
1841 the Assessors of the Ninih describe tbe Pariah of / 
Bomel (most correctly, as I believe,) as a Chapelry. They asa 
it at 248. to the current tax, which sum was exclusive of other 
the value of the small tithes, oblata, and profits of the Church, 
previous Taxation of £2. is not alluded to in this assessment, 1 
would seem that the non-cultivation of a great part of the F 
was considered.** 

The Valor of 1534-5 places the Rectory of Acton Bmmell ii 
Deanery and Archdeaconry of Salop. The gross income of Edi 
Lymney, as Rector, was £.7., which sum was chargeable with lOi 
for procurations and eynodals.** 

EABLY 1NCTIMBENT8. 

Robert de Acton, Clerk, as I have already suggested, may 
been Incumbent here. He occurs from 1227 to 1272. 

Thouas, Parson of Acton Bumell, the next Incumbent whi 
can name, was deceased between 1286 and I2S8. The Cone 
Jurors of 1292 remembered how he had fought with William P 
a Chaplain, and been killed. The Chaplain had since died in Shi 
bury Castle, having been imprisoned there during tbe Shrieval 
Leonius de Romesley." 

" Hariei^ USS. 1396, lb. 2GS. I « Vaior EccUnattietu, Ul, IBG 

■> Pope Nich. Tdiralion, p. 244. *■ FlaeUa Corona, SO Edw. I, n 

" /iKjUM. Nomarmm, p. 192. | 
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Gbopfbey de Wallepord was presented by Patent of August 26, 
1294, the King being Patron, pending the minority of Philip 
Bumel's heir.** He resigned in 1299, when, on February 18th, the 
King presented— 

William de Clyp.** The Bishop granted Custody of the Church 
to this Presentee on April 21, and Letters dimissory for Sub- 
deacon's Orders.*^ He was not instituted till June 30.*^ He re- 
signed in 1306, when, on March 3, the King presented — 

John de Torryng, Clerk.** He was instituted on the 81st, as 
John de Torrynton. He was removed to the Living of Torryngs 
(Chichester Dioc.) on February 24, 1319, and, on October 31 fol- 
lowing, — 

Sir Stephen de Godwyneston was instituted to Acton Bumell 
on presentation of John de Handlow, Knight.'*^ He had license for 
three years' non-residence, commencing July 30, 1323, but resigned 
on November 30, 1325, when — 

William de Graveleyb, Priest, was instituted, John de Handloo 
presentii^.*® 

Richard de Aldpeld was instituted, March 16, 1360, and died 
in 1369, when, on September 15, — 

William de Ideshale, Priest, was instituted. Sir Nicholas 
Bumel, Knight, being Patron. He resigned in 1375, and, on August 

17,— 

William Somnor was instituted on a like Presentation. He 
being dead on March 30, 1395, — 

Nicholas Dowbrugge succeeded, Sir Hugh Bumell presenting. 
He resigned in 1399, and on September 17, — 

Sir John Stretton, Priest, was instituted, at the joint present- 
ation of John Hyde, Clerk, Brian de Harley, and William Corley, 
Clerk : — ^PeoflTees (in trust, I presume,) of Sir Hugh Bumell.*' 


^ Patent»22Edw.I,m.n. 27Edw.I, 
m. 86. 

^ Register Langton, fo8. 2>b, 18. 

« Patent, 84 Edw. I, m. 84. 


^ Begifiter Langton, fo. 69. 

^ Register Northburgh, fo. 205, b. 

« Blakeway's MSS. 
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My reason for noticing this Manor here, is because its history 
affords some fiirther evidence on the Grenealogy of the Bumela. I 
mustj however, first discuss its Domesday status. — " Toret holds 
Languelege of the Earl. Suain held it (in Saxon times), and was 
free. Here is half a hide, geldable. The arable land is sufficient 
for one ox-team. Here that team is, together with iiii Serfs. 
The former and present value of the Manor was and is 5«. {per 
annum), '^'^ 

Of Toret the Saxon I have spoken under Willey, Norton,^ Ber- 
rington, and Eaton Mascott. In Saxon times he had held six Shrop- 
shire Manors. Three of these he retained at Domesday ; three he had 
wholly lost, unless a part of Berrington was still his, a matter which 
Domesday does not settle. In Langley we have a Manor in which 
Toret had no antecedent interest, but which had perhaps been given 
him by the Earl in qualification of his losses. Toret had therefore 
four Manors at Domesday y but it is probable that, soon after Domes- 
day, he was removed from these, and had other estates in lieu 
thereof. Nothing, at all events, in these four Manors can be traced 
to his descendants, the Corbets of Wattlesborough. Langley, under 
such circumstances, will have reverted to the Suzerain, whether Earl- 
Palatine, or King. In turn, it was made a Tenure by Serjeantry, 
and bestowed, probably by Henry I or Henry II, on an ancestor of 
the Bumels. The Serjeantry, by which the Burnels held Langley, 
was apparently as follows : — " Every year the Lord of Langley was 
to convey a Goshawk from the gate of Shrewsbury Castle to Stepney 
in Essex.'* Who provided the bird we are not told, but it was 
evidently to go to Stepney for the King's use whilst sojourning at 
the Royal Palace of Havering. The first* statement of this service 
is in a Roll of Shropshire Seijeantries drawn up about the year 
1211, and therefore in the time of William Burnel (II). WUlielmus 
Burnel, says the Record, tenet per serjantiam et debet de servicio 
ferre unum austrucum apud Stubbinges in Essex ad custum Domini 


^ Domesday^ fo. 259, b, 1. 
2 Supra, Vol. II. pp. 49, 306. 
' William Burnel was assessed half a 
merk in 1204 to the fifth Scutage of King 


John. The assessment was doubtless on 
his Serjeantry, though the Fipe-BoU (6 
John, Salop) does not enter on such par- 
ticulars. 
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Reffis* A Record of the year 1227, when William Bumel (III) was 
living, adds the locality and value of the tenure : — WUlielnms Bumel 
tenet viUam de Langeleg de Domino Rege per serviciumportandi unum 
aucipitem ad custum Domini Regis, et valet per annum II marcas. 

Robert Passelewe^s arrentation of Seijeantries (made about March 
1247) describes this one as Serjantia Willielmi Bumel in Langele, 
pro qud debuit deferre unum austurcum a portd Castri de Salobir' 
usque 8t ebbing in Essex quolibet anno ad custum proprium;^ where 
the expense of the journey is not, as previously, charged on the King, 
but on the Tenant. Passelewe found that many alienations had 
been made of this Seijeantry. There were fourteen different feoff- 
ments therein, the collective values of which amounted to 66*. per 
annum ; the quantity of land alienated was summed as 2 virgates, 
7 bovates, and 36^^ acres, besides a Mill.* Bumel compounded for 
these illegal transactions, in the same way as has already been de- 
scribed under Little Sutton.^ The Tenants agreed, each to pay 
Bumel an annual sum equal to one-third of the annual value of his 
tenement. The sum of 22*. thus annually arising was to be handed 
over to the Crown, in composition of the illegal alienations. As to 
the residue, not alienated, the Service due thereon was commuted 
from a Serjeantry to a simple Military tenure-in-capite by service of 
one-third of a Knight^s-fee. 

I have noticed the succession of William Bumel (IV) in October 
1247, and his outlawry in 1248. Nevertheless, the Pipe-Roll of 
1250 recites the Pine or arrentation set on Langley, with a little 
variation from Passelewe's Roll, and charges 8^ years^ arrears of the 
annual rent against the name of William Bumel.® With still 
greater inaccuracy, the Pipe- Rolls of 1254 and 1260 chaige one 
merk to the Aid for knighting Prince Edward, and one merk for 
the Scutage of Wales, as due on one-third of a fee held by William 
Bumel. Meantime the actual history of this escheated estate was 
as follows : — An Inquest, ordered by writ of April 17, 1249, found 
that the Outlaw had held two-thirds of a carucate at Langley in 
demesne; that the remaining third was still held by Rose his 
Mother ; that the gross value of the Manor was £S, Os. VZid. per 
annum, besides an auanlium of 6*. 8rf., receivable every third year 
by the Lord.' After the outlawry of William Bumel, the King 


* • * Teria de NevUl, pp. 56, 54. 

' Ibidem, pp. 57, 59. 

' Supra, Vol. V, p. 91. 

" The annual rent is here put at 20s. 


uot 22ff. The quantity of alienated land 
is stated to be 2i yiigates, 7 borates, and 
33i acres. 

» Inqmntiofu, 88 Henry III, No. 37. 
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held Langley^ Buckley^ and Hothal in hand for a year and a day, 
— ^probably then till the close of the year 1249, or later. The King 
then gave them to Elyas de Etingeham, for the term of his life ; 
but on December 28, 1250, Elyas de Ekyngham (as he is in this 
instance called) was deceased. Accordingly, the King issued an 
order to his Escheators to seize the land which the deceased had 
held de ballio Regis in Langley, and to cultivate the same, answer- 
ing for the proceeds at the Exchequer.^® On October 16, 1251, 
the King had granted {concesserat) the land of William Burnd 
the Outlaw to William de Gardinis. The King now further ex- 
cused William de Gardinis all that pertained to the King, of all 
manner of debts of the said William Burnel.^® Hence it was, I 
suppose, that, as I have before related, the present Grantee had 
the very chattels of the Outlaw. The King's first grant to William 
de Gardinis seems to have been less than absolute, for I find a 
Writ of March 16, 1253, ordering inquiry to be made by Inquest, 
as to whether William Bumel^s land was an Escheat in such sort 
as that the King might give it [dare). The Jury returned an 
answer in the affirmative, estimating William BumePs estate as 
one carucate in Langelee, one bosc, three parcels [particlas) of 
land, assized rents of £4. 19«. %d. in Langley and Hothalles, and 
the Advowson of the Chapel of Rocle (Ruckley), which Chapel was 
worth 5 merks yearly. All this the said William was said to have held 
of the King at a rent of 22*., and by service of one foot-soldier.^^ 

In this same year (1258) I find the King presenting £10. to 
William de G^trdinis through the Sheriff of Shropshire, whilst a 
Patent intimates that he was serving the King in Gasoony, and 
gives him the protection usual on such occasions. 

In 1255 the tenure of William de Gardinis seems to have been 
absolute. ^^ William de BardinUy* said the Jurors of Condover 
Hundred, " holds Longeley, for half a hide, of the King, rendering 
to the King 20*. per annum. And it was a Serjeantry in ancient 
time. And the Abbot of Buldewas holds 2 acres of the same 
Serjeantry, alienated by William Bumel, former Lord of the Ser- 
jeantry. Also Sir Hugh de Lega holds Scales (perhaps Hothales 
was meant) of the same Serjeantry, and pays 8*. per annum to the 
aforesaid William (de Gardinis) ."^^ These two grants to the Abbot 
of Buildwas and to Sir Hugh de L^a were not enumerated in 
the arrentation of 1247. I assume therefore that they were made 

w i'tiw*, Vol. II, pp. 94, 118. I » Bot. BMmdred. n, 62, 

" ImqiimHonf, 97 Hen. HI, No. 78. I 
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by William Bumel (IV) in the short interval between that arren^ 
tation and his own outlawry. On August 8, 1256, King Henry III, 
being at Ledbury, grants five years' respite of knighthood to Wil- 
liam de Gardinis. On July 30, 1259, William, son of William de 
Legh, has a Writ of mort d'ancestre against William de Gardinis 
concerning a tenement in Langley. On April 10th and 22nd, 1264, 
a Writ of Diem clausit issued, and an Inquest was held, on the 
death of William de Gardinis. His tenure-in-capite of a cartAcate, 
etc., in Langeleg is stated, as we should have expected. His son 
and heir, William, was now 30 years of age and upwards.^* Before 
October 1266 William de Gardinis (II) sold Langley to Robert 
BumeU. The Patent of that date, quoted imder Acton BumeU, 
presupposes such a sale, for it goes on specifically to remit the 20s» 
payable to the Crown by the said Robert for the Seijeantry of 
Lange?. In 1269 a Charter, which I shall quote under Hawks- 
ley, styles Robert Bumell " Lord of Langley .'' Within the next 
two years, Robert Bumell granted Langley to Richard Bumd, 
whom one Record calls his Nephew {nepos). Hence in Easter Term 

1271 we have several notices of a Suit then pending. — First, ^'Richard 
le Bryth essoigns himself in a plea of land against Richard. Bur- 
nell." Then we have evidence that Richard le Brythe was also 
called Richard de Eton, and was a Feofiee of William de Gardinis ; 
for, ^^a day, in one month of Easter, is given to Richard Bumel 
(Plaintiff) and to William de Gardino, whom Richard, son of 
Richard de Eton and Laurencia his wife, had called to warranty 
in a plea of landJ' A further adjournment of this cause merely 
specifies the land in dispute to be 20 acres in Stokdeye. In 

1272 we have Richard Bumel " of Langley '' attesting a Longnor 
Deed, and, as we have seen, Robert Bumel had withdrawn the Suit 
of Langley firom Condover Hundred six years before. 

Among the Inquisitions of 1 Edward I, is a representation or 
petition by Robert Bumell, stating how he himself, having held 
Langley, had given it for life to Richard Bumel his kinsman 
{cognato suo), and how the Escheator finding that the wood of 
HarlUhe, though held by the Templars^ belonged to Langley, had 
given the said Richard seizin thereof: further, how the Templars 
had now ejected Richard. Robert Bumel therefore prays that the 
wood m^ be seized in manu Regis, till Inquisition should be had 
on the matter.^* A Writ of January 26, 1273, orders the SheriflT 
to inquire if the Bosc of TTiuleshey, which the Escheator had first 

« Inquinlions, 48 Hen. Ill, No. 12. | " Inquudtions, 1 Edw. I, No. 45. 
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seized and then delivered to Richard Bumel, were a member of 
Langley. If it was, the Sheriff was to deliver it to the said Richard. 
Another Writ of December 16, 1273, recites a complaint, made by 
Richard Bumel himself (viz. that the Preceptor of Lydley had ejected 
him fix)m the said Bosc) and orders an Inquest to be held on the mat- 
ter. The said Inquest sat on Feb. 1, 1274, and found that the Bosc of 
Tywleshayhdong^ to Langley Manor, but that the Preceptor of Lyd- 
ley had had seizin thereof firom old time, by what title the Jurors knew 
not.^5 The Condover Hundred-Roll of 1274^^ recites how Langley 
had escheated from the Outlaw Bumel to Henry III, how the 
King had given it to William de Gardinis, how it had been sold 
to Robert Bumel, and given by him to Richard Bumel his nephew 
(nepoti suo)}'' This grant, as we have seen, was only for life; but 
on January 27, 1276, a Fine, purporting to be the result of a suit 
of warranty, shows Robert Bumell, now Bishop of Bath and Wells, 
granting the Manor of Langley and the Chapel of Rokleye to 
Richard Bumel and the heirs of his body, to hold under the 
Bishop and his heirs, by one fourth of a knight^s-fee. In default of 
Bichard^s heirs aforesaid, the premises were to revert to the Bishop 
and his heirs. A sore sparrow-hawhy the usual fiction of the great 
Chancellor's Fines, was said to have been the consideration. A 
memorandum on the Pipe-Roll of 1277 states that Robert Bumell 
had held the lands of William Bumel, and that the King had 
pardoned the alienation. Another memorandum, appearing upon 
this same Roll, intimates that no Scutages were hereafter to be as- 
sessed on Langley, for that the Knight's service (^ of a fee) due 
thereon was included in Robert Bumel's Ferms of Serjeaiitries 
and Assart-Rents. 

At the Assizes of 1292 Richard Burnel's tenure of 50 solidates of 
land in Longeleye, was returned by the Condover Jurors as a Ser- 
jeantry, and the old service duly recited. Richard Bumel was com- 


^^ InqvinUona^ 1 Ediv. I, No. 53. 

w Eot, Hundred. II, 91. 

^ This ex|)re88ion must not deoeiye tib. 
It is certain that Richard Bumel of Lang- 
ley was brother of the Outlaw. So if Ro- 
bert Bumel had been really the Uncle of 
these two brothers, he would have been 
brother of that William Bumel who died 
in 1247. But we know, on the contrary, 
that Robert Bumel was brother of a 
William Bumel who was living in 1270, 


if not in 1282. Again, we know that 
Robert Buroel himself described Richard 
Bumel of Langley only as his cousin. 

On the whole, I believe that the precise 
relationship between the Bishop and the 
Outlaw was studiously concealed in co- 
eval documents; and I doubt whether 
any Antiquary of the ninetelhth oentuiy 
will be able to discover what Chancellor 
Bumell chose tq hush up in tiie thir- 
teenth. 
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pelled to fine half a merk that he might retain the estate till the 
next Parliament. Hugh de Louther however sued him under Quo 
Waranto for the Manor. Hereupon Richard Burnel recited his un- 
exceptionable title, as already set forth^ and was dismissed sine die}^ 

A Patent of July 10, 1297, shows how soon the plans, if not the 
rights of Robert Burnell, deceased, were put in question. It recites 
how " Langley Manor and Ruckley Advowson had recently been 
seized into the King's hands, because Robert Burnel, who had held 
them in capita of Henry III, had alienated them to Richard Burnel, 
and changed the Serjeantry into a Tenure by Knight's service, with- 
out license '* (which was not the fact) . It allows however, seeing 
that Richard Burnel was about to cross the seas with the King, that 
he should have the Manor, etc., to hold to him and his heirs, in 
capite^ of the King, by service of a fourth part of a Knight's fee ; 
saving the rights of any other person. There can be little doubt 
that this transaction was a violation of the rights of young Edward 
Burnel, the Mesne-Lord of Langley, perpetrated by his guardian, 
the King of England. Nevertheless Gunceline de Badlesmere, 
among other lands of Edward Burnell committed to his custody, is 
stated to have had something in Langelee, to which the inquiry of 
1302, already mentioned,^' extended. Subsequent to this, the in- 
terest of the Baronial line of Burnels vanishes altogether. 

An Inquest ordered on September 24, and taken October 5, 1318, 
on the death of Richard Burnel of Langley, states him to have held 
the hamlet of Langley in capita by service of one-fourth part of a 
knight^s fee. William, his son and heir, was now thirty-two years 
of age.^ Hence, in the Nomina Villarum of 1316, we find William 
Burnel enrolled as Lord of Longeleye.'^ I wiH not follow this sub- 
ject further than to the death of William Burnel, which is announced 
by a Writ of Diem clatisit, dated January 20, 1331, and the return 
to which, dated February 12, stated that his son and heir, William, 
was sixteen years of age on August 15, 1330.®^ 

Op Undertenants in Langley, I shall first mention two who 
were assessed for imbladements in the Porest-Iter of 1180. These 
were Edenoin, charged 6rf. for an acre of oats, and a certain Hermit, 
charged 1*. for 2 acres of oats. In 1191 Robert de Langeleg ap- 
pears on the Pipe-Roll as amerced half a merk for disseizin. I 
should next enumerate those Tenants of Langley who occur in the 


*« Quo Waranto, p. 680. 
*9 Supra, Vol. IV, p. 97. 
» InquUitionx, 7 Edw. 11, No. 9. 

VI. 


«i Parliamentary Writs, IV, 398. 
^ Inquisitions, 5 Edw. Ill, No. 35 
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arrentation of 1247,^ Mrith their tenures asd the anDual value 
thereof. — 

John fitz Margery held 21 acres .... worth 4^. Od. 

William de Langeleye held ^ a virgate . . worth 5*. Orf. 

Adam fitz Hugh held i a virgate .... worth Ss, Od, 

William fitz Adam held -{■ a virgate .... worth bs, Od. 

Avice, Edith^and Juliana (sisters)^* held 1 bovate worth 2s. 6d. 

Richard de Leye held 1 bovate worth Zs. 6d. 

Sibil Bossard held i a virgate worth 6*. Od. 

Philip de Rutton held 1 bovate worth 2s. 6d. 

Richard^ his son, 2° held ^ a virgate .... worth &s. Od. 

Roger de Hethesle*^ held 1 bovate 4^ acres . worth 4*. Orf. 

Peter fitz Peter held 1 bovate 4 acres . . . worth 4«. Od. 

Alured de Hathale held 1 bovate 4 acres . . worth 4^. Od. 

Adam fitz Gtervase held 1 bovate 3 acres . . worth 4s. Od. 

John MiUer held a Mill worth 14*. Orf.^ 

In January 1250, G^eoflTrey de Langley assessed Geofirey de Brom- 
croft and other Langley Tenants for small parcels of Forest-land. 
In Trinity Term 1258, I find Philip Bumel suing Adam fitz Hugh, 
alias Adam de Langley, for the half- virgate shown to have been held 
by the same Adam in 1247. Philip recovered the same, after repeated 
defaults made by the Defendant.^® In 1262 Robert, Miller of Langley, 
was assessed under Regard of the Long Forest. I should here notice 
one William Selimon of Langley, who occurs on a local Jury in 
April 1249, on a Jury of the Hundred in November 1274, and on 
other Juries in July 1280 and October 1283. His successor seems 
to have been that John Telimon, or Relimon, whom we have seen 
attesting Lougnor deeds later in the Century. 

HoTHALLEs. — This member of Langley, written sometimes as 
Hathale, or Hethesle, or Hethalles, cannot, I believe, be traced in 
any modern locality. Besides several Tenants, already mentioned 
incidentally, William de Hothalles occurs as a Juror for Condover 
Hundred at the Assizes of 1272. 


23 Testa de NeviU, pp. 57, 69. 

^ Called, in one instance, sisters of 
Richard de Leye. 

^ Called, in one instance, Richard fttz 
Reynant. 

^ Alias Roger de Hothale. 

^ The sum of these tenures is actually 
1 Mill, 2i virgates, 7 bovatcs, and 86i 
acres, worth 70«. 6<2., though the Record 


extent, and by 4«. ^d. in value. 

» PlacUa, Trin. Term, 37 Hen. Ill, 
mm. 1, 17. This Philip Bumel was the 
brother, already mentioned, of Robert 
Bumd. His interests in Shropshire were 
never great. I may here state that a 
Patent of February 7, 1271, gives him 
the Redemption of the lands of one Gef- 
frey de Marrys, " according to the Bictum 


gives a total, less by half a virgate in I de Kenilworth.*' 
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RucKLEY. — On May 5, 1262^ Roese, widow of William Bumel 
(III)^ has a Writ of novel disseizin against Richard son of Richard 
de Eton^ concerning a tenement in Rocleg. On May 28^ 1295, 
William de Rokeleye was a Juror on the Inquest held at Holgate 
on the death of Philip Bumel. 


BUCKLEY CHAPEL. 

This, like Acton Burnell, was, I presume, an affiliation of the 
Church of Cound. The Taxation of 1291 takes no notice of Ruck- 
ley Chapel, but in 1841 the Parish of Rokeley was assessed to the 
Ninth at I6s. This was exclusive of 24^., the value of the small 
tithes, Oblata, and other profits of the Church. The non-cultivation 
of a great part of the Parish was also taken into consideration by 
the assessors.'* The Valor of Henry VIII is silent about this Cha- 
pelry. It is probable that the Chapel now existent at Langley was 
a mere transfer of that which was formerly at Ruckley. 

I find the following names of a few early Incumbents of Ruck- 
ley: — 

John, Chaplain of Ruckley, who occurs in 1272, was perhaps 
only a Deputy. On October 31, 1311 — - 

Ivo, Rector of this Chapel, died, and on November 23 foU 
lowing — 

RoBSRT DE LoNOELEY, Clerk, was instituted at presentation of 
Richard Bumel, Lord of Longeley.^ He died Aug. 5, 1349,*^ and 
on September 14 following — 

Roger Wyttinoeslowe, Chaplain, was admitted at presentation 
of Edward BumeU.*^ 

Roger, Rector of this Chapel in 1382, may be identical with the 
last, or with — 

Roger lb Knith, who occurs as Rector in 1384-5.^ 


" Inqttig. Nonarum, p. 192. 

^ Register Langton, fo. 66. 

** "Probably of the pestilence,'* says 
Mr. Blakeway — 

Of the three Pestilences which deras- 
tated Europe during the reign of Ed' 
ward III, the Firtt, or Gh-eat, PettUence 
raged in England from May 81 to Sep- 
tember 29, 1349. Mr. Blakeway adyerts 
to the number of Parochial Incumbents, 
who appear to have died in that interval. 


I offer a statistical illustration of his 
remark. Of 27 Lists of Incumbents giveii 
in my Fourth Yoluroe, one or two contain 
no evidence as to the year 1349, but it 
may be safely asserted that out of the 27 
Benefices, 13, at least, became vacant du- 
ring this fatal year. 

^ Register Northburgh, fo. 224, b. 

" Blakeway, quoting a Peed of Sir £.. 
Smythe, Bart. 
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abOtJtlte, afterwards J^a^lfesUp* 


Hawksley, long a mere member of Acton Burnell, but now de- 
stroyed, woidd be of doubtful identity with the Domesday Manor 
of Avochelie, could it not be shown that in its earliest history 
it was quite independent of Acton Bumell, except that its Tenants 
happened to be the Bumels. 

At Domesday y Teodulf held Avochelie of the Earl. Elric had 
held it (in Saxon times), and was a free man. Here was half a hide, 
geldable. " It was and is waste (says the Record) . Here is a wood 
which will fatten 40 Swine. This Manor is at ferm for 6rf. per 
annumJ'^ 

The woodland character of this estate is consistent with our sub- 
sequent information about Hawksley. Teodulf was probably a Saxon, 
and soon displaced. He held a part of Pulley in this Hundred, 
which part became a tenure in cajAte by Serjeantry. Hawksley 
seems to have been granted to Shrewsbury Abbey, but whether by 
Earl or King we know not, for the Chartulary of that House does 
not recite or even allege the original grant. The Bumels occur in 
the first instance as Custodes, under Shrewsbury Abbey, of Hawks- 
ley. The following acknowledgment by Thomas Bumel of such a 
trust must date about the year 1194. "Thomas Bumel restores 
to St. Peter a certain wood [nemus) of the Monks of Salop, viz. 
Hauekelega, which he had held under the Monks as Custos, with 
all its assarts and appurtenances. And conceming an assart in the 
field of Robert (a tenant I suppose), it was thus settled, viz. that he 
(Robert) should hold it for his life, without right hereditary, under 
the aforesaid Monk3^ rendering therefore to the Monks the same 
service annually as he had been used to render to the Declarant. 
After Robert's death, the Assart should remain to the Abbey. 
Witnesses, — Master Robert (probably Master Robert de Shrews- 
bury, consecrated Bishop of Bangor in 1197), Herbert fitz Adam, 
Ilamo fitz Marscot.^ 

I should suppose this Deed to have been an act of restitution 
sbortlv before ihe Declarant's death. It is manifest that his brother 
and heir, William Burnel (II), disputed the surrender. In No- 

* Domendatf, fo. 259, a, 2. | » Salop Chartulary, No. 300. 
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vember 1194 I find William Burnel esaoigning his attendance at 
Westminster in a suit against Henry de Bibeford. His Essoignor 
was Oliver Cocus or Costard.^ I do not know that this suit related 
to Hawksley, but it probably indicates the exact year when William 
Burnel succeeded his Brother. 

The following Pine, levied at Westminster on May 7, 1197, is a 
curious piece of evidence. It purports to be between Hugh, Abbot 
of Salopesburi, and his Convent (Plaintiffs), and William Burnel 
(Tenant), of all that land, with its appurtenances in Hauchelee, 
whereof was Plea between the parties in the Curia Regis. The 
Abbot and Convent now conceded the aforesaid land to William 
Burnel, — to hold to him and his heirs, under the Abbot and his 
Successors, by the free service of &, per annum, payable at Lady 
Day and Michaelmas. And the aforesaid William quit-claimed to 
the Abbot all those demands which his Ancestors used to make 
upon the Abbey. These demands were, two measures {sumnue) of 
com (bladi), — one wheat {frumenii), the other fine wheat {siliginis); 
and one boce{?), and two cheeses. Moreover, William and his 
heirs conceded to the Abbot reasonable easements for his demesne 
houses at Branton (Brompton), Emistre (Emstrey), and Berton 
(probably Betton), under view of William's Forester, in the wood 
of Hauchelee. 

Between the years 1213 and 1218 Hugh, Abbot of Shrewsbury, 
assigns to the Brethren of his Convent certain annual rents for their 
fuller refection on the day of his anniversary. Among the rents so 
assigned was that one of 6s, from Hauechelega which we just now 
saw secured by Abbot Hugh himself.* 

The following Charter I am inclined to attribute to WiUiam 
Burnel IV (the Outlaw). If so, its date is unquestionably the year 
1248, when the Shrievalty of Shropshire passed from the first to the 
second witness. — " William Burnel, son of William Burnel, concedes 
to Shrewsbury Abbey in his wood of Longeleg the same easements 
as the Abbey was entitled to have in the wood of Hauecheleg, ac- 
cording as ihey (the easements) were contained in a Cyrograph of 
the Lord King {i.e. a Pine levied in the King's Court), made be- 
tween the Abbot and the ancestors of the present Grantor, con- 
cerning the said wood of Hauecheleg, The Monks were to enjoy 
these easements, without any impediment connected with right of 
road, for their three demesne houses of Drayton (probably a mistake 
for Brompton), Eiministr* (Emstrey), and Beth ton (Betton), imder 

' Sot Cmia RegU, I, 123-4. | ^ History of Shrewithury, It, 109. 
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view of the Grantor's Forester. Witnesses, — Sir John le Strange, 
Sir Thomas Corbet, H«gh de Beecheburi, William, Canon of Wroc- 
cestre." In 33 Hen. Ill (1248-9) a Suit, before alluded to, was 
pending between the Abbot of Shrewsbury and WiDiam Biimell, 
but was stopped by the Outlawry of the latter. The Abbot was 
suing Burnel, not about easements, but to oblige him generally " to 
observe the Fine made between Abbot Hugh and the present De- 
fendant's Grandfather (avum) concerning 6 solidates in ffawell.'*^ 

Seven years after this, viz. at the Assizes of January 1256, it was 
ascertained by Jury that William Burnel, at the time of his Out- 
lawry, was holding 50 acres in Rode (Hawksley was meant) under the 
Abbot of Shrewsbury ; — that the King had then held the premises for 
a year and a day, but that, on the expiration of that term, the Abbot 
failed to obtain his reversionary right from the King {non perquisivU 
sibi versus Dominum Regem), The reason of this was, that, at the 
moment, " there was no certain Abbot of Shrewsbury ;" for there 
was a contention between the Abbot who eventually sat, and was in 
office in 1256, and a certain other person whom the Bishop of 
Chester had appointed Abbot.''^ When therefore, after the expiration 
of the King's year and day, the King gave the lands of the Outlaw 
in Langley, Ruckley, and Hothal, to Elyas de Etingeham for life, 
this land of the Abbot's was included in the grant, because still the 
Abbot was not asserting his right. But after the death of Elyas de 
Etingeham (which we know to have taken place about December 
1250), all these lands reverted to the Crown. Then at last the Abbot 
petitioned the King for restitution. He obtained it, and held this 


' Salop Cliartulary, No. 156. 

• Placita^ tern. Hen. Ill, No. 75, m. 1. 

? This part of the Verdict ehows, then, 
that in the year 1250 there was a contest 
about the Abbacy of Shrewsbury. The 
fact is probable on other CTidence. The 
name of the Pteudo-Abhoty nominated by 
the Bishop of Chester, does not appear. 
The succession of the Abbots at this 
period, as giyen by the Historians of 
Slirewsbury (Vol. II, p. 112), is very in- 
accurate. Adam II being Prior, had the 
Koyal assent to his election as Abbot on 
August 7, 1244. Adam III was another 
person, and had been Sacristan of the 
House. The Patent, containing the Kiug^s 
assent to his election as Abbot, bears date 
May 21, 1250, and is addressed to the 


Diocesan Bishop. Adam (III) sat but a 
short time, if at all, for on August 19, 
1250, another Patent, similarly addressed, 
assents to the election of William, Sub- 
Prior of Coventry, as Abbot of Shrews- 
bury. It may be doubted whether this 
William sat at all ; and I think it probable 
that the Bishop of Chester was resisting 
the exigency of both these writs addressed 
to him, and was favouring a third 
Claimant. His Nominee I take to be 
that unnamed Abbot whom the Annals 
of Tewkesbury tell us to have been de- 
posed in 1251 by concurrent sentences of 
the King and the Pope. The " Monk of 
Evesham," appointed in the same year, 
was undoubtedly Henry, whom I find in 
ofBce in October 1253 and July 1257. 
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estate for half a year. But when (in October 1251) the King granted 
the Outlaw^s lands to William de Oardinis^ the latter^ presuming 
that this monastic estate was included in the Grants ejected the 
Abbot. Thus things continued till the Assizes of January 1256^ 
when the Abbot brought his action of disseizin against William de 
Grardinis for 50 acres in Socle ; Sibil^ the Defendant's wife^ appeared 
on his behalf and showed the Outlawry of Bumel^ the escheat to the 
Crown^ and the feoffment of William de Gardinis by the King in 
Langel'^ Rodegh, and Hothal. The Abbot rejoined, and showed 
how the 50 acres in question were held under himself, how the King 
had had the land for a year and a day, and how he (the Abbot) sub- 
sequently obtained the Bang's order tb B. de Grendon, then Sheriff 
(he was in office from Easter 1250 to Michaelmas 1255), to restore 
the said 50 acres to the Abbey. The Abbot further showed his own 
seizin for half a year, and tEe King's feoffment of William de Gar- 
dinis, the present defendant. 

The Jury's finding, I have already detailed. Its accuracy, as tested 
by other evidences, is very remarkable ; and, in accordance therewith, 
the Abbot recovered his estate.® 

We next see Robert Bumell obtaining a grant in fee-farm of this 
third estate of his family. In the year 1269 William, Abbot of 
Shrewsbury, demises for ever to Robert Bumel, Lord of Longeleye, 
the culture GsSHLeA Hauckeleye, situate between the said Robertas mil 
of Rokeleye, and his Manor of Longeleye ; — to hold in fee-farm, at 
an annual rent of 6«. Scf. Witnesses, — Roger Sprenchose ; Hugh 
deLeye, Clerk; Robert de Acton ; Ranulf Payn and Thomas le Port, 
Chaplains ; Adam Cox ; and Simon Crau.^ 

As late as the year 1534, the Abbot of Shrewsbury was receiving 
the above rent of Qs. Sd., purporting to be the rent of a '^parcel 
of pasture enclosed within the Park of, and leased to, Thomas 
Lee, Esq., of Langley, and called Hawksley."^^ 


(BS^olstajston. 


Robert fttz Corbet is represented in Domesday as holding five 
Manors in Condover Hundred under the Norman Earl. Wools- 


« Auizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 10, dorso, 
> Sdop Chartiilary, No. 273. 


^ Valor Ecclenatticus, Ul^ 189. 
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taston^ originally Wulfstan^s-ton, is thus described in that Record. 
— " Robert son of Corbet holds Ulestanestime under Earl Roger. 
Chetel and Aluric held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors^ and 
those men were free. Here are ii hides. In demesne there is one 
ox-team^ and (there are) tii Villains with a team and half^ and 
there might be in teams more here. Here is a wood which will 
fatten xii Swine. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 
40«. [per annum) ; now it is worth 125.^^^ 

Robert fitz Corbet's Barony is reputed to have been divided, 
during the reign of Henry I, between his two daughters, one of 
whom became ancestress of the Baronial House of Fitz Herbert, 
the other of the Baronial House of Boterell or Botreaux. In this 
partition, whenever made, Woolstaston went to the share of 
Boterell. The second William Boterell, being grandson, as I sup- 
pose, of Robert fitz Corbet, became, about the year 1170, the third 
husband of Isabel de Say, Lady of Clun, whose former husbands, 
William fitz Alan and Geofirey de Vere, died in 1160 and 1170. 
I have before alluded to two Charters which at the close of the 
twelfth century were expedited to Wenlock Priory by Isabel de Say, 
and by her third husband, William Boterell.* The second witness 
of each Charter was Roger Anglicus, and he was no other than 
William BoterelFs Feofiee at Woolstaston. 

It is quite dear that William Boterell married, in 1208-4, Al- 
breda, daughter and coheir of Walter Waleran and widow of John 
de Ingeham \ but whether this William Boterell were the surviving 
husband of Isabel de Say, or the son of that husband, by Isabel de 
Say, I will not here discuss. Sure it is that William Boterell, the 
husband of Albreda Waleran, was deceased in June 1211, and that 
he left, apparently by Albreda, a son and heir, William, who was 
an infant, and who did not obtain livery till December 1220, at 
which period, if son of Albreda, he must have been still in minority. 
Albreda Waleran survived her second husband nearly sixty years, 
and had for a long time the Seigneury of Woolstaston as part of 
her dower. 

Meanwhile, that is before the year 1209, Roger Anglicus (I) 
died, leaving a son John, and a widow Amilia. I think it dear 
from subsequent evidence that Amilia had the tenancy of Wools- 
taston in dower. The Forest-Roll of March 1209 records a fine 
of 1 merk proflFered by Amilia de Wolstaneston " for a new assart, 
not made clandestinely," and for license to build a house thereou. 

' Domexdaif, fo. 256, a, 1. I ' Supra, Vol. II, p. 6. 
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About this time " Amilia, Lady of Wolstaneston, widow/' grants to 
Haughmond Abbey certain land in Lega (Lee Botwood) which she 
had claimed against the Abbey in the Curia Regis. She also gives 
common-pasture in Wolstanton Wood, and pannage for 20 swine. 
A rent of 3«. is reserved to the Grantress, and the Abbot pays 
down 6 merks. Witnesses, — William Pitz Alan, Ralph, Abbot of 
LilleshuU, John le Strange, Hugh Pantulfe, Reiner de Lee.* In 
1216 Amilia de Willaveston and Albrcda de Boterell appear to 
have been on the Barons' side against King John. Albreda's lands 
in general were in the custody of John de Monemue, a still loyal 
subject, who had married Cecilia Waleran, sister to, and coheir 
with, Albreda. A precept of King John, dated at Oswestry [Album 
Monasterium) on August 7, 1216, orders the Sheriff of Shropshire 
to give " John de Monemue seizin of the land in Wlstoneston 
which had lately belonged to Amilia widow of Roger Anglicus. 
She (Amilia) was with the King's enemies, and her land belonged 
to the fief of Albreda de Boterell, which fief was already in John 
de Monemue's custody.''* A Writ of King Henry III, dated 
November 3, 1217, certifies the Sheriff of Shropshire that John 
Anglicus and Amilia his Mother have returned to their aUegiance, 
and are to have their lands restored.* Subsequently to this I find 
reason to suppose that Amilia (whether as a dowager or the wife of 
a second husband) endeavoured to obliterate the title of her son 
John, and his only daughter Johanna, to Woolstaston. Amilia 
fiavoured a person who in this instance is called Roger Anglicus, 
though I think that we shall hear of him elsewhere under a 
different name. His relationship to Amilia, or to her former hus- 
band, I will not here speculate upon. Suffice it to say that he was 
not their son. 

In 1240, owing to these causes, we find that, under the '^ Land of 
Aubreda de Botereus," Wlstaneston is entered as one-fifth of a 
knighfs-fee held by Roger Anglicus.^ 

In Michaelmas Term 1251 I find Johanna, daughter and heir 
of John le Engleis, and now wife of Robert de Grendon, moving 
the Courts of Westminster for recovery of her inheritance. She 
and her husband made use of the process termed De Ingressu; — 
and the case is one which very pertinently shows the distinction 


' Haughmond Cliartularf: Tit. Lee 
Botwood. 
* CUttu. I, 280, 373. 
' Tegta de Nevill, p. 46. Two Cotem- 


porary Rolls (pp. 48, 50) giro Wlstanes- 
ton as i fee held by Koger Anglicus, but 
it is erroneously placed under the Barony 
of Hugh de Kilpec. 
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between this form of procedure and that under a Writ of novel 
disseizin or of mort d^ancestre. In fact^ no disseizin had taken 
place, because the Plaintiff had never been seized^ and the writ of 
mort d^ancestre was probably a hazardous expedient^ seeing that 
the last of Johanna's ancestors who had held Woolstaston was her 
Grandfather, who had died more than 40 years before. After this 
explanation I proceed to show the Writ De ingressu in operation. — 
" Robert de Grendon and Johanna his wife seek against Roger le 
Engleys, the Manor of Wullaveston (except two virgates), and 
against Richard le Engleys they seek one virgate in the same^ as 
the right of Johanna, into which premises Roger and Richard have 
no ingress save through Amilia widow of Roger le Engleys (I), 
which Amilia held the same in dower by grant of John le Engleys 
(her son I presume)^ the father of Johanna the present Plaintiff, 
and whose heir she (the Plaintiff) is.'' In reply, Roger le Engleys 
(II) admitted that he had had ingress through the said Amilia, but 
he denied that Amilia had the premises in dower as aforesaid^ for 
that they were a gift in frank-marriage from William de Wytenton 
(probably AmiUa's father), given with the said Amilia to Roger le 
Engleys (I) sometime her husband. Richard le Engleys^ the other 
Defendant^ denied that he had ingress by Amilia at all. In &ct^ 
he was the Feoffee of Roger le Engleys (II). Both Defendants 
appealed to a Jury, and the cause was adjourned to the Quinzaine 
of Hilary 1252. 

But there was still another virgate in Woolstaston not included 
in the above Suit. This was held, half by Richard le Engleys and 
half by William de WUlaveston, whom the Plaintiffs sued as having 
no ingress save by Roger le Engleys (II), grantee of Amilia^ who 
had the virgate in dower, etc. (as before). Here Richard le Engleys 
adroitly or vexatiously shifted his defence^ declaring in this in- 
stance that he had had ingress immediately from Amilia, and not 
from Roger (II) . William de Willaveston admitted that Roger le 
Engleys (II) was his Feoffor, and called him to warranty. The 
cause was adjourned like the last.^ 

I again catch a glimpse of this suit on the Plea- Roll of Michael- 
mas Term 1253, when, on October 6, the Plaintiff Johanna, here 
called Johanna de Berkele, names an Attorney in her suits against 
Roger and Richard le Engleys and William de Wulstaneston.'' The 
result may be learnt from a Fine, dated a week later in the same 
Term. Thereby Roger le Engleys (Tenant) allows the right of 

« PlacUay 35 Hen. Til, m. 1, dorso. \ '* Placita^ 37 Hen. Ill, m. 6. 
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Johanna de Berkele (Plaintiff) to the Manor and Advowson of Wus- 
taneston^ whereof was Suit at Law. In return, Johanna conceded a 
third of the said Manor, viz. that towards the East, to Roger and 
Cecilia his wife, for the life of Cecilia, they performing all services 
due thereon. Johanna also covenanted to give Roger a life annuity 
of £10. She also allowed common-pasture and other privileges. 
The premises, on the death of Cecilia, were to revert to Johanna. 

In 1254 the Pipe-Roll shows Roger Engleis as fining one merk 
to have some (zssize, and as amerced half a merk for a false plaint. 

In the year 1255 Roger le Engleys (II) was dead, and his widow, 
under the name of Cecilia de Wolverslawe, was guardian of his 
infant son, called Roger Waldin, However, Cecilia^s share in Wool- 
staston is not reckoned of in the Condover Hundred-Roll of the 
same year. Johanna de Berkeley, here called Dame Johanna le 
Engles, is said to hold Wolstaston, for ii hides, of Sir William (it 
should be Reginald) de Botereus. The Manor paid I6d, for stret- 
ward and motfee, and did suit to both County and Hundred.^ 

In Hilary Term 1272 we have notice of a suit, which shows that 
Johanna de Berkeley had married a second, or more probably a 
third, husband, viz. Simon de Keringewyk, and had since been suc- 
ceeded at Woolstaston by Egidius de Berkeley, probably her son by 
her first husband. Also Richard le Engleys, above mentioned, and 
whom I know to have been a Brother of Roger le Engleys (II), had 
died and been succeeded by a son John, still under age. However, 
the said John sued Egidius de Berkele for the Manor of Wul- 
staneston, alleging that the said Egidius had no ingress therein, 
save through Simon de Keryngewyk, Johanna his wife, and Cecilia, 
widow of Roger le Engleys, who had concurred in disseizing Richard 
le Engleys, John^s father. The suit was adjourned on Egidius de 
Berkeley showing the Plaintiff's nonage.^ In October following, the 
Justices-in-Eyre at Shrewsbury gave a day (the Quinzaine of St. 
Martin) to John, son of Richard le Engleis, Plaintiff in this suit, 
but the result does not appear. 

Within the next ten years the fee-simple of this Manor was 
acquired, probably purchased, by Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath 
and WeUs. The Charter of Free- Warren granted to Robert Bumell 
in 1281 extends to his demesnes in Belswardine, Meole, and Wolfes- 
tanstone.^^ The Inquest, taken in December 1292, on his death, 
states that Robert Bumell had held the Vill of Wolstaneston of 

' Hot. Sundred. II, 62. I 2 dorso. 

• Placita, HU. Term, 56 Hen. Ill, m. I '<> jRof. Cart. 9 Edw. I, No. 80. 


156 


WOOLSTASTON. 


Egidius de Berkeleye for a fonirth of a knight^s fee. The capital 
messuage (out of repair) and garden were valued at 29. per ansmm, 
half a carucate of poor land {terra debilis) at 6^. Sd,, 4 acres of 
meadow at 6s. Sd., the assized rents were £5. 6s., a water-mill 
yielded I2s., a common wood ISd.y and the Pleas of Court were 
worth 1*. Total, £6. I5s. lOd.^^ 

The Seigneury of Botterell, though unnoticed in the above In- 
quest^ still remained. On the death of Philip Bumel, in 1294, the 
Inquest recognizes this Seigneury, when it states that the deceased 
had held Wolstanton of the Lord of Longdon. Here, however, the 
mesne tenure of Berkeley is suppressed.^^ Again, an Inquest of 
February 10, 1301, states Wolstaneston to be held of the " Lords 
of Longedon,^^ and values the Manor at £6. 168. 2d. GunceUne 
de Badlesmere was now Gustos thereof, pending the minority of 
Edward Bumell.^^ 

The Inquisition taken on the death of Edward Bumell in October 
1315, is nearly illegible; but I think it states him to have held 
Wolstanton of the King, and by service of -j^th of a knight^s-fee.^* 
In March following, his Widow, Alina, is set down as Lady of Wols- 
tanton, she having it, I presume, in dower ,^* 

As TO Undebtbnants in Woolstaston, I forbear to name some 
who possibly belonged to this Manor, but who, with equal likelihood, 
were resident in places of similar name. By a Fine of Noveml)er 
1272, John de Means and Evyda his wife allow their grant of half a 
virgate in Welstanyston to Peter de Parva Strattone, to hold to him 
and his heirs, at 2d. rent. Peter paid 8 merks for this. There is a 
Deed of Edward BumePs, dated at Acton Burnell on October 16, 
1311, whereby he grants to William le Boudler of Wolstantone, 
and the heirs of his body, 6 acres in his wood of Wolstanstone, at a 
rent of I6d. Witnesses, — John Biasop, Roger de Smethcote, Roger 
Careles, Alexander de Waterdene, William le Escirmessour.^" 


THE CHUECH. 

This was probably an affiliation of Church Stretton. 


" InquisiHons, 21 Edw. I, No. BO. 

" • » Inquisitiofu, 22 Edw. I, No. 45, c. 
28 Edw. I, No. 24. 

M Inqui9Uions, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. An 
Escheator^B Boll of tho same year confirms 
this reading, adding that Wolstanton was 
held of the King as of the Honour of 
Montgomery. 


^ Parliamentary WriU, IV, 398. 

^' In possession of Sidney Steadman 
Smith, Esq. — 

Edward Bumel's seal, chaiged with a 
Lion rampant, remains attached to this 
Deed. We have seen (supra, p. 18, note 
89) that on a previous occasion Edward 
Bumel used a different seal. 
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The first notice I have of this Church is on the Assize-Boll of 
1272, when the Jurors of Condover Hundred mentioned its having 
afforded sanctuary to certain Felons. The Tawation of 1291 men- 
tions the Church of Wonstanestowe, or Wolstanestone, in Wenlock 
Deanery and Hereford Diocese, as being of less than £4. annual 
value.^^ The Inquisition of 1294, on the death of Philip Bumel, 
values this Church at 4Jds. 

In 1341 the Parish of Wolstanton was assessed to the Ninth, only 
at 13«. 4d, The greater part of the Church income consisted of 
small tithes and offerings, so that that was no measure of the Ninth. 
A murrain among cattle, and other agricultural losses, are alleged 
to show the impoverished state of the VilL^^ The Valor of Henry 
YIII does not mention this Church. 

EARLY INCUMBENTS.^* 

Edmund de Lodelowe, Priest, was instituted August 12, 1316. 
Patron, Sir John de Handle, Knight. 

Sir Geoffrey Shardebury, a Bector of this Church, has an 
undated license of non-residence, that he may devote himself to the 
services of Sir John de Handle. 

Thomas Asselote occurs as Rector in 1340. In 1349 we have 
seen that he was presented to Onibury.^^ Accordingly, on June 6, 
1349,— 

Sir William de Cardyngton, Priest, was presented to Wool- 
staston by Sir Nicholas Bumel, Knight. On Feb. 7, 1401, — 

John de Basselowe was instituted. Patron, Sir Hugh Bumel, 
Lord of Holgate and Weolegh. 


Wiomtxton. 


This stands in Domesday as another of Robert fitz Corbet^s 
Manors. "The same Robert holds Umbruntune (of the Earl). 
Auti, Einulf, Aregri, and Archetel held it (in Saxon times) for four 
Manors. Those Thanes were free. Here are 2^ hides, geldable ; 
and here are ii Villains, with half an ox-team. Most part of this 

»7 Pope Nich. Taxation, pp. 167, 176. I ^^ From Blakeway's MSS. 
» In^. Nonanim, p. 193. I » Supns Vol. V, p. 58. 
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Manor is waste. In King Edward^s time it was worth altogether 
68*. {per annum). Now it is worth 10*. The (arable) land would 
employ 5 teams.'^^ 

The history of Womerton, meagre as it is, suggests the idea that 
the whole of Robert Corbet's Barony was not divided among his 
Coheirs. In fact I doubt whether any partition was attempted till 
after the death of his illegitimate grandson, Reginald, Earl of Corn- 
wall. If this were so, and if his estates were for more than half a 
century at the arbitrary disposal of the Crown, it is not to be won- 
dered at that a Manor like Womerton should have been annexed to 
the adjacent and Royal demesnes of Church Stretton. At all events 
we never hear of Womerton after Domesday, except as a mere 
appendage of Stretton, and even in that relation it appears rather 
as an afforested district, than an inhabited VilL Thus, in 1232, 
we find Andrew de Wulstanestun (Woolstaston) assessed at 6d. for 
an imbladement of an acre of oats in Wymbritton.^ Again, in 
1235, the Surveyors of the Shropshire Forests found that the Bosc 
of Wimbrinton had furnished timber for the repairs of the Castles 
of Shrewsbury and Stretton, and for the strengthening of Roger 
Sprenghose's mansion of Longnor.^ Lastly, in 1255, Henry de 
Helewynton (a Commissioner for the sale of timber in the Shrop- 
shire Forests) got 6*. 8rf. for windfalls in the bosc of Wimbriston.* 

In the Perambulation of 1300, Womerton must be taken to have 
been one of those adjuncts of Church Stretton which were declared 
not to be disforested. Thus its distinctive state as a Manor was 
finally obliterated ; and the case is worth noting, because it is a 
rare thing, in Shropshire History, that a Domesday Manor can be 
thus shown to have vanished in the Forest.^ The scheme of wide 
depopulation which formed the New Forest in Hampshire, is an 
historical fact, parallel in kind, though far greater in degree. 


!latUnj9:fjope* 


(C 


RoTEL '* is the Saxon proper name from which the County of 


^ Domesday f fo. 256, a, 1. 

« BoL Pip, 16 Hen. Ill, Salop, 

5 Supra, p. 56. 


< Rot, Hundred. II, 84. 

' Netley is perhaps another mstanoe. 
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Rutland was called. Boteling-hope means the hope^ or valley^ of 
the children of RoteL 

This Manor of Robert fitz Corbet is very briefly described in 
Domesday, — " The same Robert holds Rotelingehope (of the Earl) . 
Seuuard held it (in Saxon times). Here are ii Hides. They are 
and were waste.^'^ 

A connected history is not to be expected of the wild, and at times 
unapproachable, district of which we are now to treat. Nevertheless 
the few facts which remain are not wanting in interest. 

In the reign of King Henry II we find Stitt, a member of Rat- 
linghope, disposed of by the Crown in terms which I shall consider 
presently. Here I merely remark that the King does not notice 
any voice or interest, concurrent or otherwise, which the Coheirs 
of Robert fitz Corbet might have been expected to assert in the 
matter. Later evidences however show that the title of the said 
Coheirs was not wholly obliterated. 

As regards Ratlinghope itself, and Coates, another of its mem- 
bers, we have no such early evidence. We know, or may reasonably 
infer, that before the year 1209 Ratlinghope and Coates had been 
acquired by Walter Corbet, an Augustine Canon, but, whether from 
the King or from the Coheirs of Robert fitz Corbet, we cannot 
tell. Walter Corbet^s object was clearly a religious one, and it 
would seem that he was either the Agent of Wigmore Abbey in 
this transaction, or else that, finding himself unable to maintain an 
independent position, he placed himself and his acquisition under 
the patronage of that House. Hence Ratlinghope became a Priory 
or Cell of Wigmore Abbey. I have placed these events before the 
year 1209, because, at the Forest-Assize held in March of that year, 
the Abbot of Wigmore came before the Justices at Shrewsbury and 
fined 3 merks, that he might be unmolested in respect of certain 
assarts and purprestures which he had made at Rodelingehop and 
Cotes. This indicates a previous settlement of some duration, and 
that the district was within Regard of that wide-spread territory 
known as the Long Forest. From an almost unknown Charter, 
and in connection with this obscure locality, I now proceed to de- 
duce facts not merely of genealogical importance, but of some 
political and personal interest. 

Lewellyn ap Jorwerth recovered the throne of North Wales in 
1194 from his uncle David, the ally of the English. From that 
period till the death of Richard I, there was nothing but open war 

^ Domesdaffi fo. 256, a, 1. 
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between England and North Wales. Bat King John in the yery 
first year of his reign began a series of treaties with the Webh 
Prince, who became his Son-in-law in 1204. In short, the whole 
period from 1199 to May 1211 was unmarked by any open rupture 
between the King and the Prince, though the frequent notices 
which we have of conferences, complaints, trespasses, and truces, 
indicate no very cordial state of feeling. Daring this interval 
(1199-1211) we have an address or precept of Lewellyn which, 
as an official document, is undoubtedly genuine, and which, as far 
as it indicates his personal views and feelings, does him no small 
honour. In a few lines we find expressions which show the pa- 
ternal solicitude of a Prince for his people, the social affection 
which he could not withhold even from lus English kindred, and 
above all a strong sense of the responsibility which he owed to a 
Higher Power. It had been told to the Prince, that Ratlinoope 
and Cotes, places consecrated to Ood and to pious uses, were so 
hear to the land of Keri as to be exposed to the occasional raids and 
forays which agitated the Border. Now " Brother Walter Corbet,'^ 
who had acquired this estate with a pious design, was the Prince's 
relation and most familiar friend. The Prince loved him much for 
his religious and virtuous qualities, as well as because he was the 
brother of William Corbet, the Princess own Uncle.^ In the cause, 
then, of kindred, friendship, and religion, the Prince addresses the 
Chieftains of North Wales, and all others resident there, whether 
personally known or strangers to himself. He promises them the 
best of his aid and counsel in all their wants and just requests. 
He shows them that it is their interest not less than his own, to 
foster and protect religion, its professors, and its shrines. He 
commands all whom his command can bind, that, as they love his per- 
son and his honour, they will protect and assist Walter Corbet in his 
designs. He threatens, on the other hand, the loss of his friendship 
to any one who is disobedient to his wishes. Lastly, he addresses 
Madoc son of Mailgwn in particular, reminds him how he had 
brought him up and promoted him. He conjures him not to return 
evil for good, but to respect the Prince's Honour, as he, the Prince^ 


' Prater WiUieUni Corhet avuncuU mei. 
So then, in all probability, the wife of 
Jorwerih Drwyn-dwn, and the mother of 
Lewellyn, was a Corbet, and not that 
"Marred, daughter of Madoc ap Mere- 
dyth) Prince of Powi»," of whom we hear 


elsewhere. I obeenre that whenever their 
native Princes married EnglishwcHnen, the 
Webh Genealogists were not only care* 
ful to suppress the fact, but have usually 
supplied its place by a fiction. I shall 
hereafter exliibit other instances of thb. 
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would thereafter consult for and succour the said Madoc.' The 
persons to whom this letter was addressed should be enumerated, 
for one or two of them occur in far different relations. Besides 
Madoc ap Mailgwn and his brothers^ there is Hoel ap Cadewathlon. 
Now this Madoc and this Hoel were two of the hostages given by 
LewellTU to King John, probably when he submitted to his Father- 
in-law in 1211 ; they were two also of those twenty-eight whom John 
so mercilessly executed, when he found himself unable to obtain 
other revenge for LeweUyn's renewed outbreak in 1212. So far, 
then, as the Chroniclers have represented the victims of John's 
cruelty to have been mere striplings,^ they hereby stand convicted 
of exaggeration. 

We have yet another notice of Madoc ap Maylgon and Howel 
ap Cadwathlon. — They claimed to hold the land of Melenyth under 
Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore. They fined heavUy with King 
John to be allowed a trial thereupon. This trial took place at Shrews- 
bury, and the right of holding the district in his demesne was ad- 
judged to Mortimer.'' 

Another person addressed by Lewellyn is Meredith, son of Robert. 
This was Meredyth ap Rotpert of Cydewen, one of the Chieftains 
famous for having seconded Lewellyn in his campaign of 1212. 

Again, Oervase and Meredith, sons of Heinoun Clut, Gervase, son 
of Meirioun, and Oervase Goch, with his son Meuric, and his other 
sons, are addressed by Lewellyn. Of a Oervase Ooch, fatherof two sons, 
Madoc and OriflBn, we have heard before.* We may now ask whether 
Oervase was living in^ Wales long after his connection with England 
had ceased, and after Madoc and Oriffin had succeeded him in 
his English office and estate ? In Meuric, his other son, we possibly 
have the Welsh successor of his Father; but some further inquiries 
on this obscure subject I reserve for a more fitting occasion.'^ 

I hear nothing more of the Manor of Ratlinghope till the year 
1255, when the Jurors of Purslow Hundred represented one of 
Robert Corbet's Coheirs as still the Seigneural Lord. They knew 
not, however, the service by which the " Abbot of Wigmore held half 
a hide in Rotelinghop under Reginald fitz Peter. The Manor did 


3 MonasHcon, YI. 496. 

* Powel, p. 193. 

* MonagHcoHy YI, pp. 349, 350. 

* Supra, YoL II, pp. 110-112. 
' It should be observed that Meredjth 

ap Blethyu, Prince of Fowls, whom I 
hare accepted as Father of Gervase Goch, 

VI. 21 


died in 1183, that is, about seventy years 
before his son is thus addressed by 
Lewellyn. This argues either an extrao^ 
dinaiy longevity for Gkrvase Gk>ch, or some 
error in evidences which I have hitherto 
regarded as unimpeachable. 
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suit to Puralow Hundred^ and was geldable/'^ The Condover Jurors, 
at the same period^ reported how the Prior of Rotchehop had made 
pourprestnre on the Long Mynd^ in the King's Forest. At the 
Forest Assize of 1262 it was shown how Roger, Prior of Ratlinghop, 
had taken one of the King^s deer on December 7, 1256, and how he 
was since dead. In September 1267, King Henry III^ being at 
Shrewsbury, orders that the Canons of St. Mary of Rotelingehop 
shall have the chattels of one John de Cotes, who had been beheaded 
for a felony committed on the Long Mynd, which Chattels certain 
men of Rotelingehop had in keeping. The Taxation of 1291, though 
it takes no notice of a Church at Rothelinghop, speaks of the place 
as a Cell of Wigmore, and particularizes the estate of its Prior. 
He had a carucate of land worth 10s, per annum ; assized rents, 
£1. 6s. Sd. ; meadow and pasture land worth 6s. Sd. He received 
from Fines and perquisites, Ss» Sd,; from a Water-Mill, lOs, His 
profits on live stock were, 6s» on four Cows, and 4s8. on ten sheep. 
Total, £3. 12^.^ The Valor of 1534-5 gives the rents and ferms 
receivable by Wigmore Abbey from Rollynghope as £4. ; but the 
Ministers' Accounts of 1539-40 gives the rents and perquisites as 
£4. 9^. 3^^., and a Crown-grant of the confiscated Manor^ dated 
16 May, 1546, values it at £5. lis. l^d.per anmun,^^ 

RATLINGHOPE CHURCH. 

Ratlinghope must have belonged originally and parochiaUy to 
Worthen or some other Saxon Parish of the district. The Church or 
Chapel was probably founded by Wigmore Abbey in connection with 
the Priory. No such Church is noticed in the Taxation of 1291. In 
1341, however, the Parish of Rotlynghope was assessed as a distinct 
Parish, but the Assessors did not quote any previous Taxation of 
the Chmrch. They rated the Parish at 20s, to the Ninth, and gave 
the poverty of the Tenants as the only reason for so low a chai^e.^^ 
This Inquisition places Ratlinghope Church in the Deanery of Clun, 
and I take that to have been no arbitrary arrangement of the Com- 
missioners. The Church is not mentioned in Henry VlIFs Fahr ; 
but at the present day it is reputed to be one of the Churches of 
Pontesbury Deanery. This is, I believe, a false allocation, though 
it is most rare to meet with an instance where an ecclesiastical boun- 
dary has been thus obliterated. I account thus for the anomaly. — 

« Rot. Hundred. II, 77, SS. I »* MonaHicon, VI, pp. 855, 486. 

* Pope Ifich. Taxaiionf p. 165. | " Inquis. Nonamm^ p. 194. 


THE CHURCH. 


163 


From the time when a Church was built here by Wigmore Abbey 
to the time when Wigmore Abbey was dissolved, this district was in 
some sort extra-parochial and extra-diocesan. Its Mother-Churchy 
and consequently its Deanery, were forgotten. Consistently with 
this idea we find the Bishops of Hereford never to have interfered at 
Ratlinghope, and never to have instituted an Incumbent till Fe- 
bruary 15, 1555, when — 

Laurence Johnson, a Canon of the dissolved Abbey of Wig- 
more, and already pensioned for life, was presented to this Rectory 
by Philip and Mary. 


8TITT. 

This was undoubtedly a member of the Domesday Manor of Rat- 
linghope. The Canons of Haughmond preserved in their Chartulary 
a fragment of a Deed (or rather perhaps a memorandum) whereby 
King Henry is said to have granted to the sustentation of their 
Church all Stutt. Henry II, in whose reign the Canons acquired 
Stitt, is probably the King alluded to, but I cannot think his Grant 
to have been anything more than a confirmation of some cotem- 
porary gift, originated by the Coheirs of Robert fitz Corbet. This 
transfer evidently took place during the Episcopacy of Robert Foliot, 
Bishop of Hereford (consecrated October 6, 1174, died May 9, 
1186), for to him we must attribute a Deed which recognizes the 
Canons as settled at Stutte. — " Robert, Bishop of Hereford, gives to 
the augmentation of their sustenance all the tithes of the Vill of 
Stutte : and because by his Visitation it appeared that there was no 
Church there, he gave the Canons license to build a Church in the 
place where they already had an Oratory, in which Church there was 
to be a Baptistery, and Sepulture, and service performed once in 
every week. Witnesses, — William Stokel; Ralph, Archdeacon,^*^^ 
— ^that is, I presume, Ralph Foliot, Archdeacon of Hereford, from 
1175, or earlier, to 1195. 

We have here good evidence that, as early as the reign of Henry 
II, it was unknown what was the Parish or Mother-Church of this 
wild district. Had it been known, the grant of Sepulture would 
have been in a less absolute form. I have seen the facsimile of a 
very curious Confirmation to Haughmond, which must needs belong 


" The Fowys Ledger (in poseession of 
W. W. How, Esq.) notices this or a simi- 
lar Deed as that of Richard^ Bishop of 
Hereford, who, " finding the YiU of Stitt 


not to he within the limits of anj neigh- 
bouring Parish Church, gives the same 
license to the Canons, and empowers 
them to remove their Chaplain at will." 
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to the same interval (1174 and 1186) as Bishop Foliofs Deed. 
The name of the Dean^ indicated only by the initial letter G^ was 
undoubtedly 6eoffi*ey. This instrument confirms^ inter alia, the 
little Church of Stutt {ecclesiam eailem de Stutta) with all its liberties 
and appurtenances. The Canons then had probably availed them- 
selves of Bishop Poliot^s license^ and built a Church. 

There is a Deed of William de Boterdl to Haughmond Abbey 
about Stitt^ which must have passed between 1204 and 1210^ and 
should therefore be taken as confirmatory of some previous grant 
or grants by the Coheirs of Robert fitz Corbet. He gives to the 
Canons^ for the souls of his Father^ Mother, and Ancestors^ all the 
moiety of Stutt, with its appurtenances, and with all such integrity 
as they had it in the time of Herbert fitz Herbert.^' Witnesses, — 
William fitz Alan, John le Strange, and Hugh Pantulf.^* 

In Hilary Term 1226, Peter fitz Herbert and the Abbot of 
Haughmond had a Pka of land pending. In Easter Term follow- 
ing, this Plea was heard at Westminster. Peter fitz Herbert sued 
the Abbot for a Carucate in Stute, alleging that Herbert, his father, 
had been seized thereof in Henry IPs reign, and that the Abbotts 
Predecessor had only had the land of the bailiunck of the said Her- 
bert. The Abbot appealed to a trial by Grand Assize, and oflfered 
the King one merk that the Writ, ordering such trial, should make 
mention of this particular issue, viz. " Whether the said Herbert was 
ever seized of the said land in fee, or not.^^ The case was thus 
adjourned for further hearing before the Justices-in-Eyre.i^ 

Before I give any further account of this Abbatial estate, I must 
return to take notice of some other acquisitions of Haughmond 
Abbey, which, though not in Ratlinghope Manor, became indis- 
solubly connected with Stitt. 

As early, I think, as the year 1175-6, King Henry II, being at 
Feckenham, addresses his Foresters and Bailiffs of Shropshire, and 
tells them that he has given to the Abbot of Haughmond the 
pasture of Longamenede (The Long Mynd) which is up above 
Stretton, to the end that the Abbot may there depasture his herds 


^ Herbert fitz Herbert was the other 
Coheir of Robert fitz Corbet. He died 
aboat April 1204. 

" This Deed favours the idea that the 
William Boterell, who granted it, had 
lately succeeded. If so, he was the third 
of his name: his Mother, alluded to in 
the Charter, was Isabel de Say : Wil- 


liam fitz Alan, the first witness, was hia 
half-brother, and Hugh Pantulf was the 
husband of his half-sister. 

" Placita, Pasch. Term, 10 Hen. HI, 
m. 8. — ^This suit explains a Fine which 
often occurs on the Bolls in an abridged 
form, e. g. Ahha* de Mamnan r o de 1 
marc' pro hahenda meneione in bretfi. 


8TITT. 


165 


of horses {haracia stuz) }^ Such a grant can have been relevant to 
no other acquisition of the Abbey than that of Stitt. 

Again^ '' Robert Corbet gave the Canons his culture of Gkteden 
(Gatten), for which he had received from the said Canons 6s. 8 J. 
yearly. Witness, — Hugh Pantulf." Also, " Robert Corbet gave 
them an assart^ held by William fitz Maie, and situate near their 
culture of Gatteden ; — this at a rent of 4frf. Witnesses, — Robert de 
Girros, Vivian de Rossall/^ 

The Grantor in these two Deeds was Robert Corbet of Cans. He 
was the descendant of Roger, not of Robert, fitz Corbet, and he died 
in 1224. He had nothing in Ratlinghope proper, but his grants in 
Gatten were in fact parcels of his great Manor of Wentnor.^7 

The Taxation of 1291 values the income firom the Abbot of 
Haughmond^s estate in this neighbourhood as follows : — 

£. s, d. 

A carucate of land at La Stinte, netting ... 6 8 

Assized rents there 16 

Meadows and pastures there, jdelding .... 10 
Demesne and pasture at Bomer {apud Bameram) ^^ 

yielding 6 8 


£1 19 4i» 


In 16 Edward III (1342) the Abbot demises to John Partrich of 
Bechcote, for life, his pasture of Marx, at Stutte. 

On February 14, 1463, Richard, Abbot of Haughmond, demises 
to John Leche, alias Lardine, of Salop, Esquire, " all his vill of 
Stutte, within the domain of Boveria on the Longmynde," together 
with the Rectory of the Vill of Stutte. All the Tenants are to do 
suit at the Manor-Court of Boveria. The lease is for 40 years, at a 
rent of £2. 6s. Sd. for the Fill, and 5*. for a croft called Walsheyate. 
In the Falor of 1535-6 Abbot Thomas declared the assized rents of 


u Chartulary, Tit. Longmimde. Wit- 
nesseB, — ^William fitz Adeline Sewer, Hugh 
de Jjacj, Hogh de Longohamp, William 
fits Balph, and Williani Basset. 

^ A peculiarity iu the status of Ghitten, 
hy no means an obyious eflfeot of these 
grants, is seen at the present day. The 
Grants associated Gatten parochially and 
manoriallj with Stitt and Batlinghope. 
We should expect therefore to find Ghitten, 


whether as connected with Stitt and Bat- 
linghope, or as originally a member of 
Wentnor, in Purslow Hundred. Most 
anomalously, however, it has been an- 
nexed to Ford Hundred. 

" The Abbot's Farm on the Long 
Mynd had got this name, or rather the 
name Boveria. The whole estate, Stitt 
included, was afterwards called Boveria. 

i> Pope Nich. Taxation^ p. 163, b. 
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the Manor of Boveria to be £16. 9s. 2d,,^ but this probably in- 
cluded receipts from some of the following places^ viz. Wilderley, 
Cotheroote, Linley, Betchcott, Picklescote^ or Medlicott. 

The Minister's Accounts of 1541-2 are more distinctive. They 
give these items of receipt. Stutte : — ^the ferm of diverse messuages 
and lands, £3 ; the ferm of the Rectory, 13*. 4rf. 

As TO THE Church here, it must be taken merely as a Chapel to 
the Abbatial estate, a great part of which was, as we have seen, 
extra-parochial, though not extra-diocesan, in the reign of Henry II. 
The Incumbents were little more than Chaplains, removable at the 
Abbotts pleasure. No presentations therefore appear on the Dio- 
cesan Registers. Since the Dissolution, nothing has been heard of 
this Church, and its district has been, with Oatten, annexed to the 
Parish of Batlinghope. 
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This Manor, if rightly identified, is thus described in Domes- 
day: — 

" The same Robert (fitz Corbet) holds Hach (of the Earl) . Emuit 
held it (in Saxon times), and was a free man. Here are ii hides, 
geldable. In demesne there is half an ox-team, and (there are) ii 
Serfs and i Radman and i Villain and i Boor with a team, and still 
there might be mi Teams more here. In King Edward's time the 
Manor was worth 40*., afterwards it was worth 10*., now it is worth 
Ss. {per annum), ''^ 

Emuit was perhaps the same with Ernui the Saxon, Lord of a 
part of Wrentnall, a place contiguous to Oaks. On this groimd our 
identification of Hach with Oaks becomes more probable. Again, 
we find Ernui, or Emuin, to have been Saxon Lord of Pontesbury, 
Fairley, and Westbury, three Manors of Rueaset Hundred, but all 
contiguous to Oaks. Lastly, there is something in the present 
status of Oaks which very strongly supports the proba|)ility that it 

^ Valor JEcclesiatHcuSj III, 192. The is difficult to identify the members of each. 

Abbot's estates in this part of Shropshire but the members of both jointly are sng- 

are massed in the Valor under the two gested in the text. 

Manors of Boyeria aud Lee Botwood. It ' Domesday, fo. 266, a. 1. 
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was once an independent Manor. It is the only township in the 
extensive Parish of Pontesbnry^ which is not in Ford Hundred. It 
continues to be in its presumed Domesday Hundred, viz. Con- 
dover. 

That the Seigneury of Oaks remained with one or other of 
Robert fitz Corbef s Coheirs, I cannot doubt, but I have no direct 
proof of the fact. The Feoffee of such Coheir was more surely that 
Robert de Oirros, whom we have seen holding so largely under the 
Barons of Holgate in the time of Henry II, besides being a Tenant 
in capiie at Claverley. I have quoted, under Longnor, a Deed of 
Henry II^s tim^ where William de Botereaux is the first, and B.O- 
bert de Girros the second witness.^ This induces me to think that 
Girros held Oaks under Boterell rather than imder Fitz Herbert. 

I have noticed, under Claverley and elsewhere, the Escheat which 
in 1191 befell the estates of Robert de Girros (I), and supposed that 
it was owing to his death and the minority of his heir.' This Es- 
cheat extended to Oaks. At Michaelmas, 1 194, the Eling^s Escheator 
accounts for 7s., the half-year*s ferm of Robert de Girros^ Manor of 
Akes. In 1195 the same Officer accounts for 78, more, received 
from the same source. We conclude that Robert de Girros (I) had 
not held Oaks in demesne, but had enfeoffed some Tenant or 
Tenants there, who paid the above ferm. In September 1199, we 
hear of such a Feoffee, viz. William de Bikedon, who, being Tenant 
of one hide in Olkes, was impleaded for the same under writ of 
mart d'ancestre by William fitz Geoffirey. The Fine which resulted 
left William de Bikedon's tenure unquestioned, but he conceded a 
virgate and messuage to the Plaintiff (viz. that which his Father 
Geoffrey had held), — to hold in fee, rendering therefore one Sore 
Falcon yearly, in lieu of all, except forinsec, services. In 1255 the 
lines both of Robert de Girros and William de Bikedon had termi- 
nated in Coheiresses. Hence the Condover Hundred-Roll states 
that Isabella de Bikedon, daughter of William (de Bikedon), and 
her Sister, held Akes, for ii hides of land (the Domesday hidage of 
Hach), imder the heir of Sir Robert Girros; and (these sisters) 
paid 16 J. per annum for siretward and tnoifee, and did suit to the 
Hundred.'* 

At the Assizes of August 1267, Robert Corbet and Ida his wife 
withdrew a suit of novel disseizin which they had had against Wil- 
liam Hager concerning a tenement in Okes. Their Sureties were 
John fitz Henry and Roger Tuder, both of Okes. 

' •' Supra, p. 50, and Vol. Ill, p. 78. | * Rot. Hundred. II, 62. 
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From an entry on the Assize-Roll of 1272, it appears that the 
daughters of William de Bikedon, deceased, were named Isabella and 
Margery. Isabella, then wife of Thomas son of Richard Gourdin, 
as heir of her father, sued Thomas son of (another) William de 
Bikedon for half a toft, etc. in Bikedon, but reduced her claim by 
one-half, because Margery her Sister would not join in the suit. 
In fact the latter, as ^^ Margery fitz William,'^ was called to war- 
ranty by the Defendant, and deposed that the whole of the premises 
belonged to her pourpariy, and that Isabella her sister had an equi- 
valent in Okes. The result does not appear. 

In Trinity Term 1293 I find Record of a purchase, made by 
Richard Burnel of Langley, of a tenancy in Oaks, and possibly the 
Vendors represented one or other of the Coheiresses of 1255« By 
Fine levied in the said Term, Roger son of Roger de Froddedeye 
and Agnes his wife (Deforciants) quit-claim to the said Richard 
Burnel (Plaintiff) for 20 merks, a messuage and vii^te in Okes 
juxta Wallingsbum;^ — to hold of the chief Lords of the Fee. From 
this and probably some other such purchases, it came to pass that 
the Nomina- Villarum' Roll of 1316 enters William Burnel (son of 
the aforesaid Richard) as Lord of Oke in Condover Hundred. 
Whether the Heirs or Assignees of Botterell retained any Seign- 
eural interest here, or whether the Heirs of Girros or of Bikedon 
had still any mediate rights in the Manor, are questions which 
analogy alone cannot determine, and on which no written Record 
is likely to give information. 

The following Undertenants in Oaks were probably of a 
lower class than any of the above. — In April 1253 Thomas de 
Okes and Henry fitz Baldwin of Okes occur on a Smethcote Jury. 
Thomas de Hokes occurs on a Langley Jury in April 1264. At 
the Assizes of August 1267, William Hager was found to have 
disseized Angaret wife of Henry fitz Baldwin of 6 acres in Okes, 
which the said William alleged himself to have purchased.^ In 
October 1272 it was found, after trial by Grand Assize, that John 
fitz Henry, Plaintiff, had a better right to 20 acres in Okes than 
William Hagher, the Tenant.'^ Thomas de Hakes, a Juror for 
Condover Hundred at these Assizes, is called Thomas de Okes in a 
Langley Inquest of 1274, and in a Longdon Inquest of 1283. 
Meantime, that is in January 1278, as '^Thomas de Akes,^' he 
acknowledges himself by Fine to have given a messuage and half- 

^ Walleyboum, — a hamlet near Oaks. | ' Assites^ 66 Henry III, m. 2. 
*^ Anites, 51 Hen. Ill, m. 6, dorso, I 
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virgate in Akes to Richard son of Thomas de Akes^ — ^to hold at a 
glove-rent^ and for which a Sore Sparrow-hawk is said to be paid. 

Between the years 1292 and 1295 Johanna^ widow of Sir William 
de Mortayn (she was Lady of Pulverbatch), grants to Roger Chaum- 
peneys of Hokes and Nesta his wife a messuage and half-virgate in 
Churche-Pulrebache. Witnesses, — Sir David Parson of Pontes- 
burie, John and Thomas Chaumpeneys.^ 


3Bronq)ton. 


A PORTION of this Manor is ascribed in Domesday to the Fief 
of Robert fitz Corbet. — '^Robert holds^ of the Earl, Brantune. 
Seunard held it {in Saxon times). Here is half a hide. It was 
and is waste.^^ ^ 

Not a trace can I find of any later interest retained by Robert 
fitz Corbet or his heirs in Brompton. Probably this wasted half 
hide became absorbed in the greater interest of Pioot de Say, whose 
8on, we know, dealt with the Manor of Brompton as if exclusively 
his own. 

This greater interest of Picot de Say is thus registered in 
Domesday. — ^^ Picot holds, of Earl Roger, Brantune. Emui and 
Elmer held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors, and were free. 
Here are iii hides, geldable. The arable land is sufKcient to 
employ vi ox-teams. In demesne there is a team and half, and 
(there are) in Neat-herds, and vii Villains, and ii Boors, with two 
teams and a half. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 
25«. {per annum); afterwards it was worth 20s, Now it is worth 
40s^ 

The Confirmations of Henry I and Stephen both record a grant 
by Picot de Sai to Salop Abbey, viz. of the tithes of Branton and 
FiiessOy or Phutesho, i.e. Fitz. This Grant will have been very soon 
after Domesday, though the Charter of Earl Hugh (1093-1098), 
which enumerates the tithes granted by his Barons, does not men- 
tion it. The probable reason of this omission is, that during the 

* Quoted by Blakeway as among the | ^ Domesday, fo. 256, a, 1. 
Huniments of E. W. S. Owen, Esq. | ^ Domesday^ fo. 258, a, 1. 
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time of Earl Hugh^ Picot granted not merely the tithes, but the 
Vill of Brompton to Shrewsbury Abbey, besides two-thirds of the 
tithes of Fitz, Sibton, and Gulledon, for the purpose of building or 
repairing the conventual Church. These were witnesses of Picot de 
Say^s Charter, — Hugh, Earl of Salop, Hamo Peverel, Gyrard de 
Tomaco, Robert Corbet, Robert Pincema, and Richard de Curcell.' 
This Charter of Picot de Say, thoiigh there is no reason to doubt 
its genuineness, was so far ineffectual, as that his son and heir, 
Henry de Say, obtained Longfield (Cheney Longville) from the 
Abbey in the time of Henry I, and ostensibly in exchange for 
Brompton. This exchange was confirmed by Henry I in a Charter 
dated at Condover, addressed to the Bishop of Chester and to Pagan 
fitz John, Sheriff of Shropshire, and attested by Milo de Glou- 
cester and William de Albini Brito. I have already given reasons 
for supposing this Confirmation to have passed in 1129 or 1130.^ 
The Confirmation of the Empress Maude, which probably passed 
about 1141, mentions and ratifies this exchange as one made in the 
time of her Father.^ Richard (Peche), Bishop of Coventry, con- 
firming the possessions of the Shrewsbury Monks between 1161 
and 1182, mentions the tithes of Bromptone as tithes of their own 
demesne.* The Demesne lands of their Manor of Brompton were 
also included in the Charter of Free Warren obtained by the Monks 
on May 21, 1256.7 In the Taxation of 1291 the Abbey estate of 
Bromptone was valued at £4. 3^. O^d. per annum; viz. from 2 
carucates of land, £2. ; from assized rents, £1 . 3^. Old. ; from Pleas 
and perquisites (of Court), £1.® Among later Valuations of the 
Abbey Estates, I find none which speaks separately of Brompton. 
It was perhaps combined with Eyton-upon-Sevem, or with Emstrey, 
in these Surveys. 


Cmstrep^ 


This extensive and valuable Manor was in Saxon times the 
heritage of the Earls of Mercia. Its boundary to the south-east 
was the Severn at Atcham. It extended along the western bank of 


8 Salop Chartulary, No. 296. 
< Vol. I, p. 247, note 17. 
* Salop Chartulary, No. 40. 


> ' 7 Salop Chartulary, No8. 62, 53. 
8 Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 260. 
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that Biver for a distance of nearly three miles^ and ran right up to 
that suburb of Shrewsbury which has since been known as the 
Abbey Foregate. Earl Roger de Montgomery, seeing the impor- 
tance of such an estate to his own Foundation, the Abbey of Shrews* 
bury, gave it at once thereto. — Dedi etiam eidem loco Maneria EU 
tonam (Eyton on Severn) et Eminisiram cum omnibus suis appendi- 
HiSy et Burtonam (Bourton) ;^ these are the words of the EarPs own 
Charter. And the Charter, which I take to be that of William Rufus, 
confirms these grants as those of the Earl and his Countess Ade- 
liza; — Dederuni Comes et Comitissa eidem Ccenobio tres villas, cum 
ommbus appenditiis earum, Eitonam videlicet, Eiminstriam et Bur- 
tonam.^ 

With these statements Domesday is in strict accordance, when it 
registers Emstrey as already a possession of the Church of St. Peter. 
" The same Church holds Eiminstre. Earl Edwin held it (in Saxon 
times). Here are ix hides, geldable. In demesne there are iiii ox- 
teams, and (there are) xxii Villains, v Boors, and one Frenchman, 
with XII ox- teams among them all. Here are xx Serfs, and a wood 
which wiU fatten xl swine. In the City (of Shrewsbury) one masure^ 
of land (of the annual value) of 2s. (belongs to this Manor). In 
King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 100s. {per annum) : 
afterwards it was worth £4., now it is worth £11."* 

A supplementary entry, in the same Record, relates to a tenth 
hide in this Manor, the Saxon tenure of which had been different. — 
" In this Vill Aluric held one hide, geldable, in King Edward's 
time, and he could go whither he would.^ This land was worth 5^. 
{per annum). Now St. Peter holds it, and it is waste."* 

The next notice which I have of this Manor concerns its parochial 
relations. Emstrey, with its members, Cronkhill and Chilton, was 
in the Saxon Parish of Ettingham, now Atcham. In the reign of 
Stephen there seems to have been some question about the tithes 
of Emstrey, and it appears that Ranulph, Abbot of Shrewsbury, 
gave up two-thirds of the tithes of Emstrey demesne to the Church 
of Ettingham. This was without the consent of his Convent; — 
and between the years 1148 and 1159, Abbot Ranulph being dead. 
Abbot Robert, his successor, persuaded Archbishop Theobald to 
annul the concession. This the Archbishop did in a letter ad- 


» •» Monastu!(m,yol HI, p. 519, No. iu, 
and p. 521, No. x» 

' Maaura terra, — a house in the town, 
with its curtilage^ or plot of land apper- 


tainuig. 

* Domesday f to. 252, b, 1. 

* Vide supra, p. 48, note 1. 

* Domesday (ut supra). 
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dressed to Walterj Bishop of Coventry^ and his Archdeacons J Ac- 
cordingly we find that Bichard Peche, Bishop Walter's successor, 
in his confirmation to the Monks of Shrewsbury^ includes the tithes 
of their own demesne of Eiministre.^ 

The Condover Hundred-Roll of 1255 does not enumerate the 
Abbot of Shrewsbury's estates within that Franchise^ but masses 
them together as ^^ twelve hides which paid neither siretward nor 
motfee, nor owed any Suit to Coimty or Hundred." This immunity 
it probably was, which led to so careless an estimate of the extent of 
these Manors. If we take the Domesday estimate, Emstrey, Bour- 
ton, and Betton alone realized 16^^ hides, and the Abbot had other 
lands within the Hundred. 

King Henry Ill's Charter of Free-Warren to the Shrewsbury 
Monks bears date May 21, 1256, and extends to their demesnes at 
Emnistre. 

The Taa^ation of 1291 values the temporalities of Shrewsbuiy 
Abbey at Emestre as low as £6. 4«. 9^^., viz. a Carucate of land^ 
lOtf. ; assized rents £4. 14^. 9^.; Pleas and Perquisites (ot Court;, 
£l,^ This statement is perhaps a little less dishonest than at fir it 
sight it would appear, for Z carucates of land, worth iS8. per annum, 
are attributed to the Abbot's Manor of the Foregate (printed Foy- 
ion), and a part of these three carucates may possibly have been in 
Emstrey. 

In the Nomina ViUarum of 1316 the Abbot of Shrewsbury duly 
stands as Lord of the Yill of Emystre. 

A Rent-BoU drawn up about the year 1490 exhibits a new and 
not very intelligible classification of some estates of Shrewsbuiy 
Abbey. The general estate, which extended south-eastwards firom the 
Abbey-Foregate to Atcham, was called Hemesse,^^ or The Lordship; 
but certain rents are more specifically stated to arise firom tenements 
in Emstrey, Cronkhill, etc. I will set forth such parts of this Bent- 
BoU as I conceive to belong to the original Manor of Emstrey^ in- 
cluding perhaps Brompton.^^ 

Hemesse ; — ten items of receipt, amounting to £15. Ss. Bd. 

Cronkhyll; — three items of receipt, amounting to £4. 16s. Od. 

Chylton ; — four items of receipt, amounting to £4. 4s. Sd. 

Emstre ; — five items of receipt, amounting to . £7. 6s. 8 J. 


7 History of Sbrowsbuiy, II, 108,mo^ 3. 

8 Salop Chartulaiy, No. 62. 

9 Fope Nioh. TaxaHony p. 260. 

^ For an explanation of thii word, see 


YoL y, p. 212, note 17. See also the yalu- 
able note (8) in the JSistory qf Shr0wt' 
6iMy, VoL n, p. 180. 
" mtt. Skrmoilmry, II, 606. 
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John Jonys' ferm (probably at Chilton) . . . £4. 16^. M. 

Le Coton £S. Qs. Od. 

Le Home (probably The Hams^ near Emstrey) £5, Os. Od. 

These items, and their total of £44. 12«. Sd., are probably re- 
presented in the Valor of 1534 by a total of £43. 6s. Sd., of 
which £42. 10^. 4id. is stated to arise from HemySy and 16«. ^. 
firom Cronkehill and Chilton. 

The Minister^ Accounts of 1541-2 give the kinds of income, but 
not the localities, which contributed to make a total of £64. 5^. \d. 
arising from " The Domain of Hemes in the Parish of Atcham."^* 
The items are — Rents of Tenants at Will, £9. 7s. 6d. ; Divers 
Perms, £50. 3*. Od. ; Perm of tithe, £2. 11*. 8rf. ; a Pension, 
£1. 4*. Od. ; Perquisites of Court, 18*. \\d. 

This statement indtides three items (the three last) which are 
not included in the total of £43. 6«. %d. supplied by the Valor, Still 
a difference of more than £16. will remain between the two calcu- 
lations, supposing them to have had a common basis. Such a dif- 
ference is too great for explanation, and 1 am obliged to conclude 
that the Fiscal Officers of Henry YIIl discovered some ferms and 
rents which had been suppressed in the Valor. 

Of Undertenants in Emstrey or its members, I shall only name 
one, Bc^er de Chylton, a Juror on several Inquests between 1283 
and 1293, and, inter alia, on the inquest of Condover Hundred at 
the Assizes of 1292. 


3Bourton, or Boreton. 


Eabl Booer^s gift of Bourton to Shrewsbury Abbey has been 
set forth under Emstrey, and one would imagine from the terms 
used in his Charter that the two Manors were given in the same 
way, that is, were original gifts of the Earl. Domesday however 
supplies us with some qualification of such an idea. The EarPs 
gift of Bourton was an act of restitution. The Manor had belonged 
to that Saxon Church of St. Peter which was thenceforth to be 
represented by the Norman Abbey of St. Peter and St. Paul. 
"The same Church,** says Domesday, "holds Burtune, and held it 
in the time of King Edward. Here is one hide geldable. In Ai^ 

13 JfoiMW^iMMI^ in, 528. 
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mesne there is one ox-team^ and (there are) vi Boors with one 
Team and also ii Neat-herds here. Its former value was 6s, {per 
annum) : now it is worth 8«/'^ 

The Monks of Shrewsbury seem to have dealt with this estate 
very differently from Emstrey. Instead of retaining it in demesne^ 
they had a Feoffee here whose services were, if I may judge fix)m 
later evidences, merely nominal. A Chapter in the Haughmond 
Chartulary accidentally furnishes some very early particulars about 
two of these Feoffees, viz. Gilbert Bochart (or Boschart), and his 
son Ralph. It would appear that Hamo le Strange of Cheswardine 
was a Tenant of the Abbot of Shrewsbury in respect of a part of 
the Manor of Betton. This Hamo, as I have said under Alvdey, 
died about the year 1160, and without issue. A portion of his 
tenement in Betton was a strip of land dividing Bernngton on its 
East from Condover on its West, and bounded by the Condover 
Brook on its South. Over against this strip of land, which was 
called Bulerugge, and on the other side of the Condover Brook, 
was the Manor of Bourton, held, at the time of Hamo le Strange's 
death, by Gilbert Bocharte under Shrewsbury Abbey. It is very 
remarkable, but not the less certain, that these two Tenants of 
Shrewsbury Abbey concurred in introducing a rival interest on 
these monastic estates. Hamo le Strange, making a final dispo- 
sition of his property, gave " the land of Bulerugge '* to Haugh- 
mond Abbey. The object of this gift was clearly that the Canons 
might found a Mill on Condover Brook, for Hamo's grant included 
a Mill-stank. This Grant would however have been inoperative 
without the concurrence of Gilbert Bocharte, the proprietor of the 
opposite bank. Him the Abbot of Haughmond brought to terms 
by a present of one merk, and Gilbert Bocharte executed a Charter 
wherein he " concedes the donation made by Hamo le Strange at 
the close of his life '^ both of Bulerugge and of a Mill-stank, and 
adds, apparently on his own account, a grant of half the water 
{dimidiam partem aqtus). This Charter was attested by John le 
Strange and Guido his brother ; and Engelard de Stratun stood 
Surety for Gilbert Bocharte^s fulfilment of the agreement, after 
receiving Gilbert's fealty (or solemn promise) on the subject. It 
would seem that Badulf Bocharte, son of Gilbert, gave a cotempo- 
rary security, in the form of a Charter which confirms to the Canons 
'^ the land of Bulrugge, and the stank of a Mill " (here called the 
Mill of Bettone), "and half the water, which (half) his Father 

1 Dometday, fo. 262, b, 1. 
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Gilbert gave.'' Witnesses, — Eilric de Wesseleyga; Gamel de la 
Lithe ; Emi fitz Godbert ; Gilbert de Wesselega.* 

Pope Alexander III, in his confirmation of 1172 to Haughmond 
Abbey, sums the foregoing grants very perspicuously, viz. as, " by 
disposition {ex divisd) of Hamo le Strange, the land of Bolerugge 
and the Mill of Betton; — ^the last by assent of Gilbert Bochard and 
his heir Radulf/' Later than this, but still in the lifetime of Gil- 
bert his father, who is sole witness of his Charter, Radulf Bocharte 
enlarged his grant to Haughmond by giving the Canons a Grange, 
apparently on the Bourton side of the stream, and eight acres of 
land which lay between the said Grange and the " Water of Coner','' 
as the stream is called. This Grange, as well as the land, is called 
Underhelde in the Deed, which recapitulates former grants in a very 
intelligible way, specifying " the whole water of Coner* down to the 
boundaries of Biriton" and " the stank of the Mill of Betton which 
is at Aldefelde (Allfield), with the moor,'' etc., and ^^ liberty to erect 
a Mill for the uses of the Canons." 

Balph Bozard seems to have been succeeded by Roger Bozard. 
Roger Bozard died about Easter 1194, and, having been a Tenant- 
m-capite at Pulley, his two infant daughters became Wards of the 
Crown. With regard to his lands, we have evidence that Bourton 
was in the hands of the Escheator in 1194-5, but no evidence that 
Pulley, which was his actual tenure-in^capUe, was thus seized. His 
widow, viz. Dionisia, one of the numerous daughters and coheirs of 
Roger Mussun of Uppington, seems to have had her dower in Pulley, 
which may account for this omission. Be that as it may, the 
Escheator, at Michaelmas 1194, accounts at the Exchequer for 17^., 
as half a year's ferm of Burton j — and also for 13*., the value of 
com sold off the said vill, in the same period. In this instance. 
Burton is described as the estate of Roger Bozard, but the Es- 
cheator's account for the half-year ending Easter 1195 gives the late 
Proprietor's name as Radulf, and accounts 25*. for the half-year's 
ferm of Burton. This mistake as to names is rectified on the Pipe- 
BoU of 1195, which records a Pine of 15 merks proffered by Henry 
Bochard and Elias de Echingeham, ^' that they might have custody 
of the land of Roger Bochard and the bestowal of his daughters in 
marriage, with due regard to their rank and interests (fihi non dis^ 
paraganiur)" Of this Fine, 50«. had been paid at once, but 150*. 
remained due. Henry Bochard's interest in the matter afterwards 
passed to Hugh le Strange (of Berrington, I think), probably owing 

' Haughmond Chartulary : Tit Bulerugge. 
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to some misconduct of Henry Boscard. The result was, that Alice, 
one of the Coheiresses^ married Thomas, son of her guardian (Elias 
de Echingeham) , and Isabella, the other Coheiress, married Balph 
Mareschall. Bourton now became a divided estate, and I must 
needs follow the interest of each Coheiress in turn. — 

EcHiNOHAM Fee. — At the Salop Assizes of October 1203 I find 
Thomas de Ethingeham and Alice his wife moving a suit of mart 
dPancestre against Petronilla, widow of William Ketel. The latter 
essoigned herself by Robert the Miller, and the hearing was ad- 
journed to Worcester, whither the Justices were proceeding, Alice 
naming her husband, Thomas, as her Attorney. At Worcester the 
Tenant, or Defendant, appears as PetroniUa de la Hee. The dispute 
concerned half a carucate of land and half a Mill in Burton ; but the 
Defendant objected to the form of procedure, saying, that the Writ 
made no mention of Alice's sister, that is, that Alice, as a Coheiress^ 
could not sue legally without her sister Isabella. The Court ordered 
a remaneij and gave leave to the Plaintiff to amend their Writ and 
use the necessary form, making mention of two sisters. In this 
case, of which I hear no more, Alice^s husband iB called Thonuis 
filitis Elyte? He occurs as late as 1211, under the name of Thoxnaa 
de Bureton ; but within the next ten years it is evident that he died^ 
and that his Widow Alice remarried to a person whose Christiaa 
name was Elyas, and who was henceforth called Helias de Burton. 
About the year 1220, Henry Bossard appears again on the stage. 
He was doubtless related to the Coheiresses of Bourton, and 
perhaps held something there under them. I think, however, that 
his agreement with Ralph Marescall and Helyas de Borton about 
Borton Mill must have originated in his having been placed there 
as Tenant of the Abbot of Haughmond^s acquisitions. I actually 
find that, at some unspecified and unascertainable period, the Abbot 
of Haughmond '^ demised the Mill of Aldefelde to Henry Bossard 
fi>r life, and to one heir after him, at a rent of 10^. 4d.** I imagine 
this to have been opposed by the joint Lords of Bourton, who appear 
to have intended to build a Mill themselves on the same site, and 
who, at all events, about the year 1220, came to an agreement with 
Henry Bossard, of which the following is the substance : — 

'^ Henry Bossard concedes to Ralph Marescall and Helyas de 
Borton that they may make the stank of their Mill of Borton on 
whatever part they chose of Henry^s land. Balph and Helyas in 
return give Henry 20«. on entry, and covenant to pay him and his 

' Auizes, 5 John, mm. 1, 6. 
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heirs an annual rent of 6J. Henry should also pay no toll for 
grinding any com at the said Mill^ and should be entitled to grind 
first after such com as might happen to be in the Mill. This agree- 
ment was tested by WiUiam de Norfolk and James fitz Martin^ 
Bailifis of the Lord Abbot of Salop ;^ — an indication^ I think^ that 
the Monks of Shrewsbury were watching the proceedings of the 
Haughmond Canons with jealous care. 

At the Assizes of November 1221 the Jurors of Condover Hun- 
dred reported^ under the heading De Dominabus, how ^' Isabella and 
Alice, daughters of Roger Boscard, were of the King's gift" (as 
regarded their marriages); how '^ Isabella had been married to 
Ralph Marescall, by permission of King John;** how " Alice had 
been married also to Elias de Burton, but the Jurors knew not by 
whose authority/* Their lands in Condover Hundred were esti- 
mated to be worth I2s. per anfmm. The Court ordered Elias de 
Burton's share to be seized into the King's hand. 

A Record which belongs to the Autumn of 1227 proves that 
Elyas de Bortonwas then dead, and his wife Alice again a Widow.*^ 
It was about this time that the said Alice, calling herself " Alice de 
Burton, daughter of Roger Bossart," gave to Shrewsbury Abbey a 
rent of 6d, arising from the tenement which William de Hagemon 
and Diomsia his wife held in the vill of Burton. Witnesses, — 
Master O. de Weston, Master Alan, Hugh de Kyneseleg. This 
grant was obviously the surrender of a Mesne interest, and, so far 
as it went, it made William de Hagemon the immediate Tenant of 
Shrewsbury Abbey in a part of Bourton. 

The only child of Alice Bossart was Henry de Burton, her son by 
her second husband. He had succeeded her before 1255, as will 
appear under Uppington. Meantime, The Helde, a member of 
Bourton, was tenanted by Ralph, son of that Henry Boschard whom 
I have so often mentioned. In the year 1261, William son of Ralph 
de la Re impleaded Henry de Burton for The Helde, before the 
Justices in banco at Westminster ; but making default, the land 
remained with Henry de Burton. Within two years, this land, with 
all his right therein, was given to Shrewsbury Abbey by Henry de 
Burton, styling himself " Henry son of Elyas, and of Alice, daughter 
of Rc^er Bossard of Burton." The same Henry also gave to Shrews- 
bury Bd. rent of the Mill of Burton, which had used to be paid 
annually by Henry Panton and his wife Alice, daughter of Ralph 

* Salop Chortulaiy, No. 117. | * Thtia de NevUl, pp. 53, 54. 
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Marescall of Burton.^ This grants which I take to have been a sat* 
render of all Henry de Burton's remaining interest in Bourton^ was 
made iivith consent of his wife Edelina, and his heirs. It was at- 
tested by John de Prestecote, then Provost of the Foriete (Abbey- 
Foregate), by Richard de Preston, Clerk, and by Ralph Marescall 
of Poliley (who died in 1263). 

As I do not know that this family had any Airther concern in 
Bourton, I reserve what I have further to say of them till I come 
to Pulley and Uppington. I now turn to the other moiety of 
Bourton which we may call the — 

Marshall Fee, as having been conveyed by Isabella daughter 
and Coheir of Roger Boscart to her husband Ralph Marshall. This 
marriage took place before the year 1211, and the connection which 
thus sprang up with Shrewsbury Abbey is illustrated by Ralph 
Marescall attesting more than one Charter of that House. In one 
instance he is called Ralph de Burtone. In November 1236 a 
Fine was levied between Henry Bozcard, Plaintiff, and Ralph 
Marescall, Tenant, of three bovates in Bureton, whereof was Suit 
at Law. Henry Bozcard quit-claimed the whole, receiving, as the 
Fine expresses it, a sore sparrow-hawk. Probably Henry Boz- 
card^s claim was founded in his relations with Haughmond Abbey. 
Ralph Marshall (I) must have died within four years of this Fine, 
He left his wife Isabella surviving, and two children, Ralph and 
Alice. Isabella, the widow, of course continued to hold her share 
of Bourton for life. The King's writ of Diem clatmt, on the death 
of Isabella Burton, as a Tenant-m-capite at Pulley, bears date 
April 28, 1249. The consequent Inquest states the deceased to 
have held Burton under the Abbot of Shrewsbury, by the annual 
service of one salmon. She had at Burton half a camcate in de- 
mesne, worth 10s. yearly. She was in receipt of three rents there^ 
amounting to £1. 2s. Sd., viz. 14s. lOd., 7s. 4(/., and 6d. She was 
entitled to a yearly tallage of 6^. Sd. Ralph, her son and next 
heir, was now 40 years of age.*^ 

On May 14, 1249, Ralph Marshall (II) had livery of his mo- 
ther's inheritance.® He was deceased on September 14, 1263, when 
his son Engelard, called Engelard le Marescal, had livery as Bailiff 
of the King's Forest of Lythwood.» On March 26, 1271, Engelard, 
son of Ralph le Marschal of Pulley, was appointed Forester of that 
part of the Wrekin which belonged to the appointment of the 
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Abbot of Shrewsbury, for which office Engelard paid the Abbot 
two merks.^^ Engelard de Pulley, as he was afterwards called, died 
in January 1290, leaving a son and heir, Philip, then of full age;- 
but I do not find that any interest in Burton remained with Enge- 
lard at the time of his death. I think that he had an exchange 
with William Pride, of Shrewsbury, by which he gained something 
at Pulley and lost something at Bourton. The following fact was 
alleged at a trial in 1292, viz. that Ingelard de Poliley, during his 
lifetime, had disseized Balph de Bee of a messuage and 20 acres in 
Burton-juxta-Betton. I suppose this Ralph de Bee to have been son 
of William de Bee, who just now occurred to us in 1261 . He (Balph) 
had two daughters, Emma and Eva, of whom presently. Whether 
Ingelard de Poliley obtained ingress into the messuage and 20 acres 
by disseizin or otherwise, it appears that he conveyed the same 
to William Pride, of Shrewsbury. William Pride, again, was de- 
ceased in 1292, leaving a son and heir, John, and a widow, Sibil, 
who remarried to Walter de la Barre. Thus things stood when, 
at the Assizes of 1292, Bobert son of Henry de Muneton, with his 
wife Emma, and Adam son of John de Wyluriston, with his wife 
Eva, sued Walter de la Barre and his wife Sibil for a messuage and 
20 acres in Burton-juxta-Betton, as the right of Emma and Eva, 
whose father, Ralph de la Bee, had been disseized thereof as afore- 
said. Walter and Sibil replied, showing that they only held one- 
third of the premises as SibiPs dower, and that John son of Wil- 
liam Pryde held the other two-thirds. This defence, being found 
true by the Jury, silenced the prosecution.^^ 

On August 12, 1343, it was found by Inquest that Stephen de 
Salop, Parson of Oldbury, and Richard de Dodyton, Chaplain (pro- 
bably Trustees), were holding the Manor of Burton-juxta-Condover 
under Shrewsbury Abbey, at a rent of 32«., and by suit, twice a year, 
to the Great Court of Monkforyate. It was also found that no 
injury would be done to the Crown, if the said Tenants granted 
the said Manor, together with a messuage in Shrewsbury, and 2 
acres in Cantlop, to the said Abbot and Convent, who were to pro- 
vide a Chaplain to perform services in the Church of St. Peter 
for the health of Balph (de Shrewsbury), Bishop of Bath and 
Wells, while living, for his soul when dead, and for the souls of his 
parents.^ 

Of Undertenants in Bourton I have made much incidental 

^" Salop Chartulary, No. 114, c. j 12 Jaquis. 17 Edw. Ill (2ad Koe.), 
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mention already. In 1193 William de Stanwardine^ as Smrety for 
one Engelard Bozard^ was amerced half a merk; and the next 
entry on the Amercement-Boll is one of 10^. assessed on the Fill 
of Burton for some concealment. We have had notice of Hugh 
Boschard^ Knight^ living in 1206;^^ but Henry Boschard, who 
fined in 1195 for custody of Roger Boschard's daughters, was also 
a Knight. This Henry was amerced half a merk in 1 198 for some 
disseizin. The same thing happened again in 1199. In 1200 the 
Justice of the Forest amerced him half a merk for waste, which 
probably was coincident with his loss of the wardship above men- 
tioned. At the Assizes of 1203, being a Knight, he sat as a Juror 
in certain causes tried in Grand Assize. In 1207 he was amerced 
one merk, probably for some offence against the forest-laws. In 
1226 he was on a Great Jury which had to investigate certain ques- 
tions relating to the Stiperstones Forest. The last that I hear of 
him is his fine of 1236 with Balph Marshal. Bpalph Bossard, whom 
we have seen to have had an interest in Pickthom about 124i-2,^^ 
we have also seen to have been son of Henry, and a Tenant in 
Bourton. In 1249 we have Balph Boscart and Alan de Bureton 
on a local Jury. The same Ralph sat as a Juror for Condover 
Hundred at the Inquest of 1255 and the Assizes of 1256. 

Perhaps William de Burton, who essoigned his attendance, at 
the Forest- Assizes of 1262, through Elias de Conedovre, was iden- 
tical with William de la Ree already mentioned. Walter de Burton 
appears as a Juror for Condover Hundred at the Assizes of 1292, 
and as Witness of a Condover Deed in 1320-1. I find something 
further about this Walter de Burton. He was bom about 1253, 
as he himself stated in 1303. His daughter was married to 
Stephen de Felton before the latter came of age, that is, before 
1302-3.^^ Of Stephen de Felton I have already spoken under 
Berrington.^^ 

The Abbot of Shrewsbury continued Lord of Bourton till the 
Dissolution, but his receipts therefrom are always classified with 
his receipts from Condover. I have stated these accounts under 
the latter Manor.^^ 

As to the Abbot of Haughmond's acquisitions in Bourton, I 
should have concluded them to have vanished in the thirteenth 
century, judging firom the tenor of the evidences above cited. How- 
ever, I find that, in December 1419, Roger, Abbot of Haughmond, 

w Supra, Vol. IV, p. 21. I w Inquintioiu, 31 Edw. I, No. 178. 
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granted a life-lease to Richard Oosenhidl of Condover^ of the Mill 
of Aldefelde^ with a Moor^ at a rent of 10s. The Valor, and other 
accounts of Henry YllFs time^ make no mention of such an asset 
of Haughmond Abbey. 


Betton 


Thb History of this Manor, now divided into Abbot's Betton 
and Betton Strange^ is disjointed and perplexing. Some inter- 
esting documents bear upon the case, but a great deal is still left 
to conjecture. At Domesday, the whole Manor belonged to the 
Bishop of Chester, a circumstance which possibly is associated with 
the fact of Betton Strange being at this day an isolated part of 
St. Chad's Parish. In Saxon times, St. Chad's Church at Shrews- 
bury was a Collegiate Church, and, if I mistake not, might be 
called the Shropshire Cathedral of the Bishops of Mercia with 
more propriety than modem notions are likely to recognize. I 
shall show in many instances that the relations between this Church 
and the Diocesan Bishops did not end at the Conquest. 

Domesday describes the Manor of Betton as follows. — " The same 
Bishop (of Chester) holds Betune, and held it in King Edward's 
time. Here are ii hides, geldable. In demesne there is one ox- 
team and a half, and (there are) iiii Villains with two ox-teams and 
a half. Here are iii Serfs. The Manor used to be worth I5s. {per 
annum). Now it is worth 16«."^ 

After Domesday we have not a particle of direct, and but very 
little indirect, evidence of Betton belonging, or ever having belonged 
to the Bishop of Chester. The Manor passed wholly or chiefly to 
Shrewsbury Abbey, but in what way, the Chartulary of that House 
does not anywhere declare. The Charter of William II mentions 
the Ucense of Peter, Bishop of Chester, as having been adhibited in 
the foundation of Shrewsbury Abbey, which was within his Diocese.^ 
Earl Roger's foundation-charter speaks of his having had the counsel 


* Domesday^ fo. 252, a, 2. 
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of Bishop Robert (de Limesey) in his appointment of the first 
Abbot of Shrewsbury ; and the foundation-charter itself is attested 
by that Prelate as " Robert, Bishop of Chester/' ' 

It is however more than probable that the Diocesan Bishops of 
that day, no less than this, aided substantially any work of which 
they approved theoretically. I myself believe that Betton was 
Bishop Robert de Limesey's contribution to Earl Roger's Abbey. 
That Shrewsbury Abbey was possessed of Betton in the reign of 
Henry I, that the Monks gave a life-lease thereof to Richard de 
Belmeis, Viceroy of Shropshire, and that that Prelate on his death- 
bed (in January, 1127) took order with his Confessors that the 
Manor might revert to its Owners, — all these are certain facts to 
which I have alluded already under Tong.* I will here transcribe 
the very ancient and undoubtedly genuine documents which au- 
thorized my former statements. — First there is the Letter of Fulk, 
Prior of St, Osyth (one of the Bishop's Confessors), addressed to G. 
(Geofirey) Abbot of Shrewsbury. — 

G. Abbati,patri reverentissimo, etfratribus universis Monasterii 
Beati Petri Salopia, Fulco, Sancta OsicUe Minister in Domino^ salu- 
tem. Ego et Decanus Sancti Pauli WiUielmus medidnam sdhUis 
Episcopo jR. (Ricardo) propinantes, et vera confessionis puritatem de 
corde et ore ipsius momtis et exemplis exprimentes, inter ccetera, de 
Beitond, villd Sancti Petri mentionem et inquisitionem fecimus. Qw 
vii)d voce, animi vigore, et memorid integrd, villam illam se nunquam 
in herediiatem habuisse respondet, et noUe animam mam cidpd et 
pcmd apud Dominum obligari, sed monasterio et fratribus terram 
sttam restitui,^ si PhilippuSy nepos ejus, libera concessione et bond 
voluntate Monachorum, adquivere nequiret. Hoc testificor et audivi, 
et Decanus mecum. Istius rei veritatem et Episcopi recognitumem 
ipsi Philippo fvivente adhuc Episcopo) et tarn militibus quam servien- 
tibusj^ necnon Episcopo Sancti David Bernardo,'^ et Archiepiscopo 
Cantuariensi WUlielmo, et Domino nostro Regi Henrico per litteras 
intimavi. Valete.^ 

Then follows Archbishop Corbois's letter to the Sheriff of Shrop- 
shire. — WiUielmus D, G. Caniuariensis Archiepiscopus PaganoJUio 
Johannis et omnibus Baronibus de Salopesbir', salutem, Sciatis quod 
Pulco, Prior Sancta Osida, mihi testificatus est quod Ricardus Epi^ 


* Cliartularj, No. 2. 

* Supra, Vol. II, pp, 200, 201. 
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^ Philippic scilicet. 


7 There are manj indications of this 
Prelate having been extensively employed 
as a Justiciar, in the West of England. 

8 Salop Ohartulary, No. 22. 


BBTTON. 188 

scopus Ijmdoma, in confesHone sud, sibi recognovit quod manerium 
de Beitond non erat suum kereditarie tdri in vitd sfidy et liberum et 
gtdetum clamavit iUum^ Monachis de Salopid, in vitd sud, quorum 
erat manerium illud et h quibua ipse tenuit eum.^^ Valete?^ 

It next appears that Philip de Beimels^ the Bishop^s Nephew and 
Heir, did not acquiesce in his deceased Uncle's wished, but was 
sued in the Curid Regis by the Monks of Shrewsbury, and, failing 
to appear, suffered judgment to go against him by default. 

Archbishop Corbois's certificate of this transaction should also be 
given. — Willielmus D, G. Cantuariensis Archiepiscopus, Sedis Apo- 
stoUca LegatuSy omnibus Sancta Dei Ecclesia fidelibus per Angliam, 
salutem. Noscant presentes et postfuturi quod Monachis de SahpesV 
judicata est quieta et libera terra sua de Beitond, quia Philippus de 
Belmesio in Curid Regis Henrici apud Woodestoke defecit & justicid 
inpresentid Regis et nostrd, ValeteP 

I have given under Tong specific evidence that between the years 
1154 and 1167 Banulf de Belmeis (son of Philip aforesaid), being 
seized of Betton, surrendered the same to Shrewsbury Abbey, ac- 
knowledging the unsound title of himself and ancestors thereto.^^ 
I believe that we may now date this surrender still more nearly, viz. 
as between 1154 and 1160, and that we may do so with reference to 
the next circumstance which comes to our notice, and which has 
transpired under Bourton, viz. that Hamo le Strange, about the year 
1160, made a grant in the Manor of Betton to Uaughmond Abbey. 
My belief is that Hamo le Strange was enabled to make this grant 
as Lord of Betton Strange, and that he was Lord of Betton Strange 
by feoffinent of the Monks of Shrewsbury, who had alienated to him 
that part of the Manor, which was thenceforth called Betton Strange, 
in distinction from Abbots Betton, — the part which the Monks 
retained. 

The Heir of Hamo le Strange was his elder Brother John le 
Strange (I) of Nesse and Cheswardine. This John died in 1178, 
and was succeeded by his son, John le Strange (II). It is re- 
markable that the latter, expediting, between the years 1203 and 
1210, a Charter of Confirmation to Haughmond, sanctions his 
Uncle's grant in the following words. Dedi et iisdem Canonicis 
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assenm Radulfi Bochart molendinum quod est Under-Helde apud 
Aldefeld cum omnUms pertinentiis suis. 

The language of original gift^ here used instead of the language of 
confirmation^ is so common in these Charters that it need not deceive 
us. All I wish to deduce from the paragraph is^ that it implies John 
le Strange (II) to have been Lord of Betton Strange between 1203 
and 1210.1* 

In Michaelmas Term 1220 Roger la Zouche was suing the Abbot 
of Shrewsbury at Westminster for the Manor of Beyton. The cause 
was adjourned to Hilary Term following, the Abbot naming John^ 
Prior of Morville, as his Attorney therein.^* The first hearing took 
place at the Shrewsbury Assizes of November 1221. Roger la 
Zouche, as I have shown under Tong,^^ deduced his pedigree and 
right from his Uncle, Philip de Belmeis (II), who, as Roger all^ed^ 
having been seized de feodo et jure of the Manor of Beyton, had 
mortgaged the same to Salop Abbey for a term which had now 
expired. The prosecution, which was under the form De Ingressu^ 
further insisted that this mortgage constituted the only ground on 
which the Abbot had obtained entry at Beyton. This monstrous 
averment was met by a mere technical objection on the part of the 
Abbot, viz. that La Zouche had first sued out his Writ for this trial 
in the time of a former Abbot, and so l:hat the Writ was not good 
against the present Defendant. It was explained however that the 
Abbot alluded to was not dead, but was only deposed, and so the 
Court ordered the present Abbot to proceed with his defence, his 
plea being disallowed. He then petitioned the Court to grant l^iew, 
i,e, a local Inquest, on the matter. This La Zouche resisted on the 
groimd that the said View had already been had, viz. by the former 
Abbot. The Court however granted the Abbot's prayer, and ad- 
journed the case to the Morrow of St. Hilary (January 14, 1222)^ at 
Warwick.^7 The Warwick RoU shows the cause adjourned to the 
Quinzaine of Easter, at Westminster. A Westminster Roll of Hilary 
Term 1223, calls the Suit one about half a knight's-fee in Becton, 
and adjourns it to Easter Term 1228. In Hilary Term 1225 the 
Suit is still pending, and the Abbot names one John, a Monk of 
Shrewsbury, his Attorney therein. The Suit, again adjourned to 

^* Harleian MS. 446. Quatem. xi, fo. 4. ' Boger Sprenghose, i.e., by the Grantor's 
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Easter Term^ is now called a Grand Assize about Betton and Tong. 
I know not the result of this Suit from any evidence of the Plea- 
Bolls^^^ but I cannot hesitate to say that La Zouche was wholly un- 
successful. 

I should here observe that Bishop Richard Peche's Charter to 
Shrewsbury Abbey (between 1161 and 1182) confirms to the Monks 
the tithes of their proper demesnes in Parva Bettone}^ So Henry 
lira Charter of Free-Warren, dated May 21, 1256, extends that 
privil^e to the Monks' demesnes in Parva Betton,^ The name 
thus given taAbbotS'Betton must not confuse us. It was called 
Little Betton in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries to distinguish 
it from Great-Betton-in-Hales, a Manor also belonging to Salop 
Abbey. By an extraordinary accident, the Manor which was then 
called Little or Abbot's Betton is now called Great or Abbot's Betton; 
but this is to distinguish it from the adjacept and less extensive Manor 
of Little Betton or Betton Strange. The Tenure-EoU of 1284, com- 
monly known as Kirby^s Quest, says that '^Bogo de Enovill and 
Alianore his wife, hold Becton Extraneum of John le Strange, and 
John (holds it) of the King." John le Strange (V) of Nesse and 
Cheswardine, was the person here alluded to. His tenure of Betton, 
sine medio of the Crown, I greatly doubt. Bogo de Knovill held Betton 
Strange in right of his wife, she having it in dower as Widow of 
Robert, brother of John le Strange (IV) of Nesse and Cheswardine.^* 

I now come to a curious puzzle arising out of the variations of 
local nomenclature. At the Assizes of 1292 the Jurors of Condover 
Hundred represented that the FUl of Betton Strange and Alvithele, 
then held by Bogo de Enovill and Alianore his wife, had been used, 
in the reign of Henry III, to be geldable, in common with the rest 
of the Himdred, and to appear twice yearly at the Sheriffs^ Tourn 
by four men and a Provost. Bogo de Knovill appeared before the 
Justices and stated that his interest was merely in respect of his 
wife's dower, and that the ViU was of the inheritance of Fulk le 
Strange (her son by her former husband), without whom he de- 


" In 1228 Boger la Zuche is entered on 
the Shropshire Pipe-KoU as fining 40s, 
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This may hare referred to the Suit about 
Betton. I have explained the technical 
nature of such a Fine under Batlingkope 
(supra, p. 164| note 15). 

» • » Salop Chartulwy, Nos. 829, 68. 

^ We learn this from Bogo de Knovill's 

VI. 


own account, rendered Michaelmaw 1277, 
when he was Sheriff and also Escheator. 
He renders account of I2e. 6d,, the assized 
rents of Baktone, late Bobert le Strange's, 
which rents had accrued between Sep- 
tember 2 and October 22, 1276, when the 
estate was delirered up to Alianore, widow 
of the deceased, in dower (Rot. Pipe, 5 
Edw. I, Salop). 

24 


186 


BETTON. 


clined answering the presentment. Fulk le Strange then appeared 
and denied that Henry III ever had the Suits aforesaid^ or that the 
Fill was ever geldable. The Jury found to the contrary, and that 
Betton and Alvythere had done the said Suits, and been geldable 
till 40 years since, when these dues had been withdrawn by John le 
Strange Senex (John le Strange (III) was meant). The Crown 
accordingly recovered the said dues.*^ 

This use of a second name, AlvitJiele, or Alvythere, for the whole 
or a part of the Manor of Betton Strange, is connected with another 
decision, in a case of Quo Waranio, tried just after these Assizes. 
The Crown- Attorney (Hugh de Louther) sued John le Strange for 
the whole Manor of Avythelegh (except 3 virgates) as the King's 
right, and by a Writ-de-recto. John le Strange appeared and said 
that there was no such Yill as Avythelegh in the County, and on 
that point he appealed to a Jury. Hugh de Louther at first agreed, 
but afterwards petitioned the Court not to proceed to an Inquest. 
So Le Strange was dismissed sine die.^ 

I should suppose that in this way we may account for the Town- 
ship, in which Betton- Strange stands, being at the present moment 
called the township of Betton and Alkmere, It is however certain 
that the name Alvithele, or some very similar name, was anciently 
common to other places in this neighbourhood besides Betton- 
Strange. 

I should now observe that the Taxation of 1291 is quite silent as 
to any estate, retained in demesne by Shrewsbury Abbey, which we 
can identify with Great Betton. The Rent-Roll, drawn up about 
1490, gives however seven items of income as receivable by the 
Abbey from Button, amoimting to £8. 4s, 8d.^ The Valor of 
1534 gives among the Abbey^s receipts £2. I7s, 4rf. from Abbots 
Betton, and d£6. lis, S^rf. from Alveley.^^ Lastly, the Ministers' 
Accounts of 1541-2 enumerate receipts of £7. 9^. O^rf. arising fr^m 
Alveley, and do not mention Abbots Betton at all. These receipts 
were, Assized Rents £5. 10^., Rents of customary Tenants 19^. S^d., 
Rents of Tenants-at-will 13*. 2d,, and Perquisites of Court 6s. 4rf.** 

It is impossible to say what could be the distinction, or identity, 
between Abbots Betton, Betton Strange, and Alveley, which would 
account for all these apparent discrepancies. 

Alvithemebe. — A place thus named was recognized as a distinct 
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Manor in the thirteenth century, but must, I conceive, have been 
originally a member of the Manor of Betton. The name of Alvithe- 
mere indeed is rather identical with Alkmere than Alvithele is, and 
we have seen how Alkmere and Betton Strange are still associated. 
As to the precise situation of Alvithemere, that may be almost 
determined by its occurrence as a limit to the King's Haye of 
Lythwood. The boundary of the said Haye, after " running down 
an ancient foss which divided the Manors of Bayston and Pulley, 
came to Bayston Hill. Thence it went down to Bolemeressiche, 
that is, the watercourse which feeds Bomer Pool. Thence it went 
up along an ancient foss under Bolerugh^ to the field of Alvith- 
mere, and so on to the Score above Boletug, and thence down to 
the field of Sutton." It is clear then that Alvithmere must have 
lain to the north-east of Bomer Pool, and so between Bomer Pool 
and Betton Strange.^® 

It was perhaps by feoffment of the Monks of Shrewsbury, perhaps 
by sub-feofiment of the Stranges, that Hugh de Turburvile and 
Johanna his wife were seized in 1277 of the Manor of Alvedesmore. 
By a Fine of November 5 in that year, the said Hugh and Johanna 
(Impedients) grant the said Manor to Robert Burnel, Bishop of 
Bath and WeUs '(represented by his Attorney, John de Berewyk). 
The Bishop, who gave £100 for the grant, was, with his heirs, to 
hold the Manor immediately of the Lords of the Fee, and by cus- 
tomary services. 

Robert Bumell, probably within the next six years, gives his 
Manor of Alvedemar to Sir William de Ercalewe, in Frank-Mar- 
riage with PetroniUa, the Grantor's Cousin. The Deed, which is 
without date or witness, limits the estate to the heirs of the bodies 
of the Grantees, quit of the Grantor; but in default of such heirs, it 
reserves a remainder to the Grantor and his heirs.^ 

PetroniUa Burnel, thus married to Sir William de Ercalewe, was 
a daughter of Sir Hugh Burnel, and so a niece of the Bishop's. All 
I shall say of her here is, that her eldest son, William de Ercalewe, 
was bom December 29, 1284. At the Assizes of 1292 the Jurors 
for Condover Hundred represented that the Vill of Alvythemere, 
held by William de Ercalewe, had withdrawn its Suits, etc., from 
the Hundred, in the same way as has been set forth of Alvithele. 
It was stated in reply that William de Ercalewe, the Tenant, had 


^ Bolerughis, I oonoeive, identical with 
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been convicted of felony, and was now in custody of the Bishop of 
the Diocese. 

It would thus appear that William de Ercaiewe, though a married 
man, was entitled to the full privileges of a Clerk. A Writ of King 
Edward I, dated June 10, 1293, informs the Sheriff and Coroners 
of Shropshire that R. (Roger de Molend), Bishop of Coventry and 
Lichfield, had petitioned the King to restore to William de Ercalwe, 
Clerk, his lands and chattels. The Writ recites how the said Clerk, 
having been indicted for larceny of 15 swine before the Justices, last 
in Eyre at Salop, had been delivered up to the Bishop on account of 
his clerical privilege, and how the Bishop now testified that the 
accused had lawfully proved his innocence of the said crime. The 
King now desires further information as to the common reputation 
and conversation of William de Ercalwe, and whether he was a 
notorious Malefactor. The answer returned to this Writ, after an 
Inquisition held, is explicit as to the good repute of De Ercalwe. 
*^ He is not and never was a Malefactor against the Peace, but was 
always of good fame and of fidthful condition.*'^ 

All I shall say ftirther about this reputed Manor of Alvithemere 
is, that the Inquest taken in 1304 on William de Ercalwe's death, 
says nothing about his tenure here ; — ^but estates held of the Church, 
as I presume this to have been, frequently escaped the notice of 
these Inquisitions. 


$ulberl)atc]^. 


As the modem Wel-6a^cA figures in Domesday as HuelbeCy so 
Pulverbatch was spelt Polrebec by the Norman Scribes who regis- 
tered that Survey. About this termination, bee or batch, there are 
two opinions. Mr. Blakeway cannot foi^et that Bee, in the North 
of England, is a little brook, nor that the Grerman form. Bach, is 
found in other Teutonic dialects. In Shropshire, the situation of 
Bcckbury and other places on or near streams, suggests the same 
etymology. However, Mr. Blakeway acknowledges that it can 
hardly be said that there is a brook at Pulverbatch ; and I cannot 
find in the Saxon Glossaries any word like bee or bach, significant 
of a stream. Mr. Hartshorne, on the other hand, asserts the exis- 

» InqmsMong, 21 Edw. I, No. 191. 
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tenoe of a Mercio-Saxon word^ bach, signifying a bottom or valley. 
I cannot doubt that, in Shropshire and Staffordshire names, the 
word batch has the latter signification.^ 

I must join Mr. Blakeway in hazarding a somewhat bold opinion 
as to the etymology of the other part of the name Pulverbatch. It 
is clear that this district was well known to the Romans, and I can- 
not but see that Roman and Saxon words are compounded in such 
names as Pontesbury, Pontesford, and Pitchford. Why, then, should 
not the Latin noun, Pulvis, ptdveris, be accepted as the component 
of Pulverbatch ? Mr. Blakeway says that the district in summer 
is literally " a bed of dust.^^ It is moreover easy to see that a 
Norman Scribe, well knowing, as every Domesday scribe did, the 
meaning of the Latin part of the word P2(/t;er-batch, should write it 
as Polre-hec ; for Poire is, within a letter, the same as poldre, and 
that is the old French word for dust, — the original, in short, of our 
word powder. Lastly, one fact is known to all dwellers in the 
neighbourhood of Pulverbatch, viz. that in the local dialect the 
place is pronounced Powderbatch to this day. 

Domesday classes this Manor among those which were held by 
Roger Venator under the Norman Earl of Shrewsbury. — "The 
same Roger holds Polrebec. Hunnic and Uluiet held it (in 
Saxon times) for three Manors. Here are ii hides geldable. There 
is (arable) land (enough) for v ox-teams. In demesne there are ii 
(teams) and (there are) iiii Serfs and vii Villains with iii teams. 
Here is a wood which will fatten 100 swine. Here are ii Radmans. 
In King Edward's time the Manor was worth £6. {per annum) . 
Now it is worth 30*. When he (Rc^er Venator) received it, it was 
worth 20s.''^ 

Of Hunnit and Uluiet, the Saxon Brothers, who were living and 
not wholly dispossessed at Domesday, I have spoken abready.^ 
Pulverbatch they had not only lost, but the change of ownership 
had resulted in an unusual diminution of value. 

Of Roger Venator I have said something under Beckbury, but, 
as Pulverbatch became the head of his Barony, and as the Norman 
Castle, which once stood there, was probably of his foundation, I 
should here dwell more fully on him and Ins descent. He was 
brother, and probably younger brother, to Norman Venator, the 

' SeUopia AnHqua^ p. 240. Mr. Harts- glish words, " In dent, in oowbach," were 

home yery aptly quotes 'the two yersions anciently Latinized by the words, '* In 

(English and Latin) of thefeunous Legend Clent, in conyalle boyinA." 

of King Kenelm. By comparing the two ^ Domesday, fo. 259, a, 2. 

yenions, it will appear that the En- ' Supra, Vol II, pp. 4S-^, 304-6. 
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ancestor of the Pichfords; and the two brothers attested Earl 
Roger's foundation-charter of Quatford Churchy probably in the 
very year when Domesday was compiled.* After this I hear nothing 
more of Roger Venator. The supposition that Ulger Venator (who 
distinguished himself at Henry I^s siege of Brug) was Roger's son 
and heir/ is unquestionably erroneous. Probably however they 
were less nearly related. The Representative of Roger Venator 
in 1185 (the year of Henry I's death) is stated on good evidence 
to have borne the name of Roger^ and to have been Ancestor, 
through females^ of several Shropshire families. Among these the 
Constantines of Eaton Constantine and Oldbury ; the Uptons of 
Waters Upton; the Stapletons of Stapleton and Wistanstow are 
expressly mentioned, and we are also told that there were others 
beside. 

It would seem clear that Roger Venator had a Representative 
in the male line as late as the reign of Henry II. This was Re- 
ginald de Pulverbatch, who left: a daughter and sole heir, Emma. 
She carried the Barony of Pulverbatch to her husband Herbert 
de Castello. But this junction of two Baronies was transient. 
Herbert died about 1189, Emma about 1198. Neither of them 
left any issue, and the heirs of each had to be sought among their 
collateral relations. 

I have quoted, under Beobridge and Longnor, certain Charters 
of Emma de Pulverbatch, expedited both in her husband's lifetime 
and during her widowhood. The following, which belongs to the 
latter class and will therefore have passed between the years 1189 
and 1193, 1 insert here, though it principally relates to land in 
Westley. 

'^ Emma de Polrebech, daughter of Reginald de Polrebech, grants 
to Henry son of Eylric de Wesseleg, half a virgate in Wesseleg, 
and the whole of a certain Moor called Humbermor, She also 
grants easements in the wood of Polrebeche, and pannage through- 
out her whole fee of Polrebeche, as well in Huggelith as elsewhere. 
Witnesses, — William de Botereus, Richard de Girrous, Henry de 
Girrous, Peter de Upton, Henry Christian.'^* 

The Grantee in this Deed was evidently a Cadet of the house of 
Sprencheaux, of whose relations to the old Lords of Pulverbatch we 
have had so many indications already. 

I do not perceive that, on the decease of Emma de Pulverbatch, 

* Supra, Vol. I, p. 112. | ^ Blakeway*8 transcript {rom. the Ghar- 
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there was any question as to who was her heir. In the year 1193 
the Herefordshire Kpe-Roll records a Fine negotiated between the 
Chancellor (Longchamp) and John de Kilpech^ whereby the latter 
proffers £100 for his relief of the Barony of Purbech, and pays 
instalments amounting to £7. 10s, The whole fine seems to have 
been liquidated by subsequent instalments; at leasts on the Boll of 
1197^ I find a balance of only 50^. standing against John de Kil- 
pech. Meanwhile^ an Escheator's-Roll^ which I will quote presently^ 
shows that the livery given to Kilpec cannot have been complete^ and 
that Pulverbatch remained in the King's hand till Easter 1196. 

Before I proceed with a further account of the Shropshire Barony 
of Pulverbatch^ I must turn to another County^ and recall the 
names and events of a previous century. My object is to supply 
the omissions of former Writers, and to record for the House of 
Kilpec that rarest of genealogical attributes, — a pure Norman pedi- 
gree, as old as Domesday and as unquestionable as Truth. 

Turning over the folios of the Herefordshire Domesday, I find one 
William fitz Norman holding immediately of the King in several in- 
stances.^ Besides the four Manors of Muleslage, Hopetune, Fenne, 
and Feme, he had Bradeford, a member of the Royal Manor of Leo- 
minster ; he had a section of the Royal Manor of Maurdine, and he 
received certain issues, in money and in kind, from the B«oyal Manor 
of Lintune. But, besides all these, William fitz Norman held thre^ 
Manors of the King, which were situated in the Province of Arcene- 
felde, and one of these Manors was Chipeete, that is, Kilpec. 

From William fitz Norman we pass to Hugh, his son and heir, 
whom we find to have been Fermor, or Custos, of the Royal Forest 
of Dean and of the King's Hayes in Herefordshire. The Gloucester- 
shire Pipe-Roll of 1130 exhibits Hugh, son of William fitz Norman, 
as accounting £13. for the census or revenue of the said Forest and 
Hayes, and as having due acquittance thereof.^ In 1134 we are 
told that Hugh, son of William Norman, gave to Gloucester Abbey 
the Church of St. David of Kylpec, with the Chapel of St. Mary in 
the Castle (of Kylpec), and aU his Churches and Chapels, with the 
lands thereto pertaining ; also, all tithes of his lands, both of wheat, 
hay, etc., and of all things of which Christian men ought to give 
tithe. He also gave pannage and common-rights in his wood, the 
terms of the Grant implying, I think, his expectation thai the 
Monks of Gloucester would have a Priory or Cell at Kylpec.® 

7 Bometdoffy sub Tit. Hercfordflcipc, ' Rot, Pip, 31 Hen. I, p. 77. 

fo8. 179-185, peutim. » Monatrticon^ I, 548. 
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In July 1141^ when the Empress Matilda exalted Milo de Glou- 
cester to the Earldom of Hereford, she gave him, inter alia, the 
Hayes of Hereford, and the services of Hugh fitz William, and all 
his fees wherever he had any ;^^ — ^that is, she transferred the fealty of 
Hugh, son of William fitz Norman, to the new Earl, and made his 
Tenure-in-capite a mediate tenure. It is evident that King Henry II 
at one time confirmed, to Roger Earl of Herefi)rd, the whole of his 
Mother's grants to Milo, and specifically that very part of the said 
grants which related to the tenure of Hugh fitz William ;^^ but Roger 
Earl of Hereford died issueless before Henry II had reigned two 
years, and his Brother, though he became his heir in some respects, 
was neither allowed the Earldom nor the Seigneury over Hugh fitz 
William. Accordingly we find, from the !ftpe-Rolls, that Hugh the 
Forester, as he is called, was held accountable to the Crown, at the 
rate of £3. per annum, for the first four years of Henry IPs reign, 
and that this due was for the Hayes of Herefordshire.^^ 

A Return of 1165, entered in the Liber Niger, was filled up by 
" Hugh fitz William, Forester of Herefordshire," himself. He ac- 
knowledged a whole fee, held in his own demesne, and two quarter- 
fees, held under him apparently, by Eutrop fitz Hingan and Hugh 
fitz Walding.^* These were held in capite, and were of oldfeoj^ment. 
As Hugh Forester he appears on another page of the same Record 
as holding a Knight's-fee under Baderon de Monemue.^^ 

Hugh the Forester died in 1170, for the Herefordshire Pipe-Roll 
of that year records the Fine recently proffered by his son and heir, 
Henry, on succession. It was 60 merks, and was expressed to be 
for the land and office [minisierio) of his Father. The Hereford- 
shire Pipe-Roll of 1175 shows Henry fitz Hugh as charged 10*. for 
the Scutage of Ireland, in lieu of personal service. The Pipe-Roll 
of 1176 makes double mention of him. As Henry fitz Hugh, the 
Forester, he accounts for a balance of £8. 13*. Ad,, his fine for the 
land and office {servitio) of his Father; as Henry de Eilpedet he 
appears on the list of those whom the King had recently ameroed 
for forest-trespass. The enormous fine of 100 merks, thus inflicted 
on a man of less than baronial estate, probably indicates that the 
trespass in his case was looked upon as a breach of trust. 

About this time I find Henry de Kilpec, followed by his brother 
Walter in the testing-clause of a Charter of Robert (Foliot) Bishop 


w Sel4en'8 Titles of ffonottr, p. 687. ^ Rot. Pip. Hen. II, pp. 62, 93, 144. 
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of Hereford." The Pipe-Roll of 1189 shows Henry fitz Hugh, the 
Forester, as owing an arrear of thirteen hawks, which he ought to 
have furnished from the Herefordshire Forest of Trivel." Henry 
fitz Hugh was probably succeeded by his Son, John de Kilpec, 
between 1189 and 1193, for in the latter year (as we have seen) 
John de Kilpech fined for the Barony of Fulverbatch. 

I have said that the Escheat-Bolls supply a hint that this fine did 
not secure John de Kilpec immediate possession of this Barony. At 
Michaelmas 1 195 the Escheator accounts for 1^ years^ ferm of Pulre- 
bec^ viz. £7. 10^., accruing since Easter 1 194 at the rate of £5. per an- 
man. Again, at Michaelmas 1197, the Escheat6r accounts for 20^., 
being the ferm of Pnlrebech for the half-year ending Easter 1196. 

The Scutage-BoU of 1194, viz. that for King Richard^s Redemp- 
tion, supplies like evidence. The Barony of Fulverbatch was not as- 
sessed thereto at all ; but John de Kilpec paid 30^.^^ on this account 
in Herefordshire; that is, he paid the exact sum proporticmed to those 
1^ fees of old feoffment which had constituted the Honour of his pa- 
ternal Grandfather. The same non-assessment in Shropshire and the 
same assessment in Herefordshire are apparent in the Scutages of 
1195 and 1196, which were assessed for the army of Normandy. 

In 1199, the first Scutage of King Jolm was levied at the rate 
of 2 merks per fee. Accordingly John de Kilpec was assessed 
40#. in Herefordshire on 1^ fees; but his Shropshire assessment 
was mixed up with that of Hugh de Bosco, who was at the time 
accountable for the Barony of Holgate. I have noticed the errors 
of this assessment in a former Volume.^^ Suffice it here to state 
that John de Kilpec paid only two merks, impl}dng an opinion on 
his part that the Honour of Fulverbatch was only ratable to Scu- 
tages as a single Knight's-fee. 

I have before alluded to suits which John de Kilpec had about 
Norbury (Staffordshire) in 1198, and about Beobridge (near Cla- 
verley) in 1200-3.^* Both suits were probably contingents of his 
succession to the Barony of Fulverbatch. 

In the year 1200 John de Kilpeak gave the King 40 merks and 
a Falfrey, to have the King's guarantee that the King would grant 
no powers of assarting or falling timber in the Forests of the said 


^ Carte'8 MSS. LLLL, 1769, fo. 261. 
M Rot. Pip. 1 Ric. I, p. 142. 
'7 Not £30., as stated by Bogdalo. 
'8 Supra, VoL IT, pp. 61, 62. 
» Supra, Vol. V, p. 16 ; Vol. Ill, pp. 
82, 83. Nortberie (Staffordshire) appears 
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John's Bailiwick to any one else^ unless the King should fall tim- 
ber for himself.^ Such seems to be the object of a Pine which 
secured a Charter, dated November 7, 1200, whereby the Bang 
covenants not to diminish aught of John de Eilpeak's Bailiwick of 
the Forests of Herefordshire, the King however reserving a right 
to fall and sell timber himself, without committing waste.^^ In 
the year 1201 John de Kilpiec renders account of more than half 
of this Fine. He also accounts 40«., and, in lieu of a hawk, one 
merk, — a fine or acknowledgment due &om the preceding year on 
the Hayes of Herefordshire. He also fined 10 merks to be excused 
crossing the seas.^^ This was in lieii of the second Scutage of King 
John, and Kilpec's service is stated a,t 2^ fees, evidently l^ fees for 
his Herefordshire Honour, and 1 fee for the Barony of Pulverbatch. 
In 1202 no Scutage was assessed on John de Kilpec in Shropshire, 
but to the fourth Scutage of King John, assessed in 1203, he was 
charged 5 merks on his Shropshire fee singly. In 1204 and 1205 
his name is omitted from the Shropshire Scutage Bolls, and on 
January 7 of the latter year we find that he was deceased. The 
King then informs the Sheriff of Staffordshire that he has given 
the custody of John de Kilpec's land to William de Cantilupe.^ 
On February 8 following, the King informs the Sheriff of Shropshire 
that he has entrusted his (the King's) Castle of Purrebech to Wil- 
liam de Cantilupe. The Sheriff is to give it up with all arms and 
chattels found therein.^* Another Writ, of April 26 following, gives 
information as to Cantilupe's trust to Greoffirey fitz Piers (Chief 
Justice of England), and it appears that John de Kilpec^s heir was 
also to be in ward to Cantilupe ; but the King reserved his marriage.^ 
Meanwhile Juliana (as she is in this instance called), the 
widow of John de Kilpec, gave the King 50 merks and a palfrey 
for the following privileges ', viz. that she might have her dower in 
Bokesley and Feme, where her late husband had assigned it, but 
out of his Serjeantry she was to have no thirds ; that she might 
remarry any one save an enemy of the King, giving the King due 
notice of her intention ; and that the Will of her husband might 
be executed, saving his debts to the Crown.^ WiUiam de Cantilupe 
was informed of the King's acceptance of this Fine. In the year 
1207 William fitz Warin fined a destrier and a good palfirey, that 
he might have this lady to wife.^^ She is here called Dame Gila de 
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KilpeCj and the King sent letters m^ng her without excuse or 
delay to accept Pitz Warm as her husband. A Writ dated Feb. 12, 
1208, shows that this marriage took place, the King acknowledging 
the receipt of the Destrier aforesaid.^^ In 1209 William fitz Warin 
was dead, and^gidia or Gila was a second time a widow. William 
de Cantilupe now gave the King 40 merks for the wardship of the 
person and lands of iEgidia, Lady of Kilpec, widow of William 
fitz Warin.«» 

The infant son of John de Kilpec was named Hugh. He had a 
long minority, of which the following Records are proof, A Roll 
of Herefordshire Serjeantries, drawn up in 1205, says that William 
de Cantilupe holds in Bredeford by forest-serjeantry.^ This state- 
ment is repeated with respect to a moiety of Bradeford in a Roll 
of 1211,^^ when also the same William de Cantilupe holds 1^ 
knights^-fees in Herefordshire, as Guardian of John de Kylpec^s 
heir.*^ A Shropshire Roll of 1211 confuses the Baronies of Hol- 
gate and Pulrebeche, but states the collective tenure of the two as 
five knights^ -fees, held by Thomas Mauduit, Baron, and William 
de Cantilupe.^^ 

I find nothing indicating that Hugh de Kilpec (II) had attained 
his majority before July 31, 1216, when a Writ of King John ad- 
dresses him in his ofiicial capacity, as Custos of the Royal Forests 
of Herefordshire.^^ From this time till his death he is constantly 
addressed by Henry III on matters connected with his Serjeantry. 
A Writ of April 4, 1222, gives him facilities for rebuilding his 
House at Rokel, apparently in Wiltshire.^^ In August 1223 he 
had Letters entitling him to collect the Scutage of Montgomery 
from his Tenants in five counties, vi^. Salop, Staffordshire, Here- 
fordshire, Wiltshire, and Gloucestershire.^^ 

In Michaelmas Term 1225 we first hear of that lawsuit firom 
which it would appear that there were persons jointly claiming the 
whole of Hugh de Kilpec's Shropshire estates. In the present' 
instance, the Defendant merely names an Attorney in a Plea of 


last Fine is miBiepresenied by Bugdale 
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J' ^^^ tbxsmsA de Costentin, Walter fitz 

^ ^'^ Pbilip^^^''' In HOary Term 1226, Robert 

1^*^'^ y^/i ^^ ^^ essoigns himself by WiDiam le Oras. 
t^//A^' ^ee*^ ^^sa/^V ^'^^ ^ appeanmoe in Easter Term. As 
/iirf^gct^ 'gofthe PlaintifiPs, was not moving in the snit^ 
^^^^t/ ^'^^'"ihst the other three should sae for their respective 
/^^^^ jid in Easter Term 1226, claiming three-fonrths 
^t^<^ '^^^S^P^^'^^^^^' against Hugh de Kilpec.^ They alleged 
f ^fi'^^^^ gpo^^^ ^ theirs, named Roger, was seized thereof on 
^^ ^^^^'tli ^^ Henry I was alive and dead (Dec. 1st, 1135). 
. ^ d»f ^^ took exception, on the grounds that there were Sons 
i^^V^ ^fro^ other Sisters and Coheiresses, besides those Sisters 
df^^\.f^ the Haintiflb derived their claim ; but this Plea he after- 
^^ ^ iji^idoned, and demanded View. The Court acceded, and 
ir»^ ^ the case till the Justices-in-Eyre should visit Shropshire, 
'^^.^'siiit ended in a Fine, levied at Lichfield on Nov. 12, 1227, 
J wJii<^ shows that the Flaintifis' claim was no frivolous matter. 
iTobert de Stapleton acted as Attorney for Philip de Stapleton and 
>Valter fitz William. The three Plaintiffs quit-claimed all their 
i^ht to three-fourths of a Kuight's-fee in Puhrebech, held by Hugh 
de Kilpec, but reserving to Thomas de Constantine and Walter fitz 
William the tenement already held by them in that Manor. In 
return Kilpec gave the three Plaintiffs 50 solidates of land in Lastcs, 
Herefordshire, to hold to themselves and their heirs for ever, at a 
rent of 6d. He also gave them 40 merks of silver on the instant. 
His Tenants in Lastes were present, and allowed that they collec- 
tively owed the services of 50^. now transferred. 

On April 20, 1230, Hugh de Kilpec, being about to accompany 
the King to Brittany, has a Patent of protection during his ab- 
sence in foreign parts. About this time Hugh de Kilpec appears 
on a Staffordshire Scutage-Boll as pajdng 2 merks for a fee of old 
feoffment at Northbury.^^ At Michaelmas 1235 and Easter 1236, 
he pays 2 merks to the Aid on marriage of the King's Sister; he 
pays it by hand of John Walsh (Wallensis).^* This was for the 
Honour of Pulverbatch. The Shropshire Feodaries of 1240 are 
very confused about this Barony. So far as Hugh de ELilpec is 
said to hold a Knight's-fee in " Polpebeche and its appurtenances'' 
the statement is intelligible enough.^^ But when the Record says 
that " Odo de Hodenet, John de Beckbury, and their other Co- 


» PlacUa, Mich. Tm, 9 Hen. Ill, m, 10. 
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parceners hold a knight's-fee" of the same Barony^ and the said 
fee is placed in Pnlrebach, we are assured of some mistake. The 
Tennres of John de Beckbury and Odo de Hodenet under the 
Barons of Pulverbatch^ were probably at Beckbury and Moston. 
Lastly, I should notice that these Feodaries of 1240 class Bels- 
wardine, Acton Bumell, Berrington^ Longnor, Woolstaston, and 
TVelbatch under the Barony of Hugh de Kilpec without the 
slightest probability of truth. 

At or about this period we find Hugh de Kilpec holding the 
following fees in other Counties. — In Staffordshire^ 1 fee in North- 
bury, under Walter de Lacy j^ in Gloucestershire^ J fee in Weston, 
over Richard le Bret ;^ in Wiltshire, 1 fee in Winterbum, under 
Bobert de Tregoz;^ and in Herefordshire, ^ fee in Eaton, oy^ 
William de Eaton,** J fee in Park, over Alianore de Parco,*' ^ fee 
in Lastres or Lastes, imder the Earl of Hereford,** besides 1^ fees 
in Kilpec and its members, held of the King in capUeP 

On February 7, 1244, it appears that Hugh de Kilpec was de- 
ceased, leaving two daughters to share his inheritance. The King 
on that day received the homage of Philip Marmion, who had mar- 
ried Johanna, the youngest of these Coheirs, and ordered the Sheriff 
of Herefordshire to allot to the said Philip and Johanna their share 
of Kilpec's estates. Meanwhile the esnecy of Isabella the elder 
daughter was reserved, and her said share was committed to the 
custody of William de Cantilupe till the said Isabella shoidd come 
to the King and do whatever she was bound to do on thus suc- 
ceeding.*' 

In this same year Isabella de Kilpec became the wife of William 
Waleraund. 

On February 20, 1254, King Henry III granted to Philip Mar- 
mion the privilege of holding a weekly Market on Mondays at Pul- 
verbatch, and an annual Fair of three days, viz. the eve, the day, 
and the morrow of St. Edith the Virgin (September 16). The fol- 
lowing status of this Manor appears on the Condover Hundred-Boll 
of 1255 :— " Sir Philip Marmion and WiUiam Wabaund hold Pul- 
rebech, for five hides, of the King in capites and they pay 40e/. for 
9tretward and motfee. They do suit to County and Hundred, and 
pay Scutage in proportion to one knight's- fee.^' *^ This unusual in- 
crease of three hides on the Domesday measurement of the Manor 
may be nearly accounted for. Pulverbatch now included Wrentnall, 

^ Tetta de Nevill, pp. 46, 82, IBS. I « Hoi. Fimum, T, 412^. 
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a Manor of two hides : perhaps also the Lords of Pulverbatch had 
somewhat intruded on the neighbouring Manors of Wilderley and Co- 
thercote. More probably stiU^ Pulverbatch now included that estate 
of Roger Venator which Domesday had described as being then In^ 
land and ungeldable, but had treated as a part of Lege^ or Longnor. 

At the Assizes of January 1256^ William Waleraund and Isabella 
lus wife were suing Philip Marmion and Joan his wife for a mes- 
suage in Pullerebach.^ Joan Marmion also named Robert Cocus 
as her Attorney in this or some other suit against the same Plain- 
tifis.^ Also Richard fitz Robert^ a Condover Tenant^ suing Philip 
Marmion for disseizing him of common pasture in Stepelwood^ 
failed^ because he had not impleaded the Defendant's wife as well as 
himself.^ On August 18^ 1256^ William Walerond has a suit of 
novel disseizin against Thomas Corbet for a tenement in Pulverbach. 
Philip Marmion was in the next year engaged in the King's service 
in Wales^ as I judge from a Patent of Protection in his favour^ dated 
July 13, 1257. 

Partition of Hugh de Kilpec's estates was ultimately settled by a 
Fine of July 8, 1258. The Manors of Kilpec and Rokele, a carucate 
in Tolunton, and the Advowson of Norbury went to William and 
Isabella Waleraund; the Manors of Semte, Bradeford, Lastres, 
Norbury, and Pulverbach, with the Advowson of Pulverbach, went 
to Philip and Joanna Marmion, who were also to have a rent of 
£2. 2s. 6d, from Rokele, or, in case the Waleraunds lost that 
Manor, from Kilpec.*^ 

On the Shropshire Pipe-Roll oi 1259 an amercement of IQOs. is 
charged against Philip Marmion for seizing some one's chattels 
illegally. At the Forest Assizes of 1262 he was accused of having 
taken a Stag on September 14, 1260. In 1267 he fines half a merk 
for some Writ connected with his Shropshire affairs. 

At the Assizes of 1272 Philip Marmion's non-attendance was 
reported by the Jurors of Condover Hundred, as also his exercise of 
a right to hold a weekly Market at Pulverbatch. 

On February 14, 1283, King Edward I. orders the Sheriff of 
Shropshire to adjust the boundary between the lands of the Bishop 
of Bath and Wells in Longden, and the lands of Philip Marmyun 
in Pulrebache. The Bishop (Robert Bumell) had complained of an 
encroachment by Marmyun. The Knights and Jurors, who as- 

^ Fines Diren, Comitat. tern. Hen. Ill, 


^ Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, mm. 1 & Idorso^ 
12 & 14 recto. In the first instance, Wil- 
liam Walerannd's wife is called Isolda. 


Bund, y, No. 28. Heref. Q-louc. Salop. 
Staff, and Wiltshire. 
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sembled for this purpose on August 16 following^ decided that the 
Haye of Longedon belonged to Longedon Manor. It was bounded 
by the high-road between Longedon and Fulrebache^ which high- 
road was the boundary between the said Haye and the King^s 
Forest as far as to Idekinebrok ; thence the boundary passed to the 
field of Okes. The same Jurors decided that the forimec bosc 
which was in Stepelwode was common^ as between the Manors of 
Fulverbatch and Longdon. A second Writ, dated September 6, 
orders the Sheriff to cause these boundaries to be respected.^ 

The Feodary of 1284 has a duplicate entry of Philip Marmion^s 
tenure^in-capite of Pulverbatch, or Castell Poleredech, by service of 
one knighf s-fee. The Officer who drew up the Survey evidently 
thought that there were two Manors in question. 

The King^s Writ of Diem clauHty on the death of Philip Marmion, 
bears date December 5, 1291. An Inquest, held at Shrewsbury on 
January 14, 1292, found the deceased to have held Pulrebeche in 
capite by service of one knight^s-fee. In demesne there were, a 
capital messuage, a carucate of arable land, and two acres of meadow. 
A Mill realized 30^., the rents of free-tenants were £9. 0^. 2d, The 
deceased had also had the bailiwick of the Forestership of Hocklyth, 
worth 2 merks per annum,^ From this Inquest and those of other 
Counties I collect the following particulars of Philip Marmion^s 
heirs. — Mazera, apparently his eldedt daughter, having been wife of 
fialph de Crombewelle, was already deceased, but had left issue a 
daughter Joan, now twenty-four years of age,*^ and the wife of 
Alexander de Freville. Joan, apparently the second daughter of 
Philip Marmion, had been wife of William de Morteyn. She was 
now a Widow, and 36 years of age. Matilda, third daughter of 
Philip Marmion, was 30 years of age, and now wife of Ralph le 
Botiler.*^ A fourth daughter, another Joan, having been bom 
March 25, 1283, was, as yet, only 8 years of age.*® 

It seems that, on partition of the various estates of Marmion 
of Tamworth, Pulverbatch fell in the first instance to Joan de 
Morteyn. At the Assizes of October 1292 she was said, by the 

a younger bod of William le Boteler of 
Wem, and was seated at Norbniy, Staf- 
fordshire." Of course, we are not to forget 
that he got Norbury with his wife. 

*^ This Joan must hare been Marmion's 
daughter by a second wife. Consequently 
she nerer appears as interested in the 
estates of Joan de Kilpec, his first wife. 


** Inquirieions, 11 Edw. I, No. 65, b. 

« InquUUions, 20 Edw. I, No. 86. 

^ One Inquest (with less apparent at- 
tention to details) states Joan, the wife of 
Alexander de Frevile, to be upwards of 
thirty. 

^ Mr. Blakeway says that " Ealph le 
Boteler, husband of Maud Marmion, was 
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Condover Jurors^ to be holding the whole Manor^ and her marriage 
to be in the King^s gift. The Manor was valued at £10. per 
annum. She^ Joan de Morteyn^ was questioned for exercising yree- 
chace in Huggelith, but this she evaded^ on the ground that she was 
a Coparcener.^* At these same Assizes Johanna le Morteyn^ Ralph 
le Botiler^ and Matilda his wife^ together with Alexander de FrcTille 
and Johanna his wife^ are put down as Plaintifi against Peter 
Corbet^ oonceming 20 acres of Bow in Castel-Pulverbeche^ in which 
the said Peter was said to have no ingress, save by an act of dis- 
seizin, committed by Thomas Corbet^ Peter's father^ against Joanne 
Marmion^ mother of Johanna le Morteyn and Matilda le Botiler, 
and Grandmother of Johanna de Freville.^ The same matter was 
subsequently brought forward at Lichfield as a suit of tnort (Panr 
cestre, the female Plaintiffs claiming as heirs of Joanna Marmion^ 
whom they asserted to have died seized of the said 20 acres. Corbet 
evaded a direct issue in both caaea^ by showing that FreviUe and his 
wife were not really taking part in the suit.^^ 

A Plea of Quo Waranto on this occasion questioned Johanna de 
Mortayn for holding pleas of the Crown, and having Free-warren, 
Market^ Fair^ and wayf, in her Manor of Pulverbach. She acknow- 
ledged her tenure of the Manor^ but pleaded that she conld not 
bring the question to l^al issue without her Coparceners. The 
latter were summoned to attend at Lichfield on January 20^ 1293. 
They did so. Joanna de Mortayn then stated that, as to holding 
Market and Fair, she was justified by the Charter of King Henry III 
to Philip Marmion, which Charter she produced, and so far her plea 
was allowed. As to holding Pleas-of-the-Crown, she stated that she 
only claimed view of frank-pledge twice a year, and then to hold such 
pleas as a Sherifi" held in his Toums, And generally as to her 
warrant to hold such View of Frank-pledge, and to have Warren and 
wayf, she alleged her Coparcenery as above. Hei^upon Ralph le 
Botiler and Matilda his wife, Alexander de Frevill and Joan his wife, 
came into Court and joined with Joanna de Mortayn in a refusal 
to plead further j because John, son of Isabella Wideraund, being 
another Coparcener in the inheritance of Hugh de Kilpec, was not 
included in the summons. The said John was in fact an idiot, and 
in ward to the Crown. This plea produced an adjournment of the 
case ; — probably till such time as the whole of Hugh de Kilpec's 
Coheii-s could be called upon to plead jointly.^^ 


« PlaoUa Oorona, 20 Bdw. I, m. 30. 
*^ Asaizen, 20 Edw. I, m, 11 dorto. 


^^ Placita de Qm> Varanio, pages 680, 
706, and 707. 
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These legal evasions must not allow us to imagine that during the 
life of Joanna de Mortayn any other Coparcener had a substantive 
interest in Pulverbatch. On August 13^ 1295^ the said Joanna was 
deceased without issue. An Inquest^ held at Pulverbatch on August 
31^ found her to have held the Manor in capite as a knight's fee. 
The next heirs of the deceased were Joanna de Frevill, her Sister^ 
and Bal{^^ son of Ralph Botiler^ her Sister's son. Both were of 
full age. The Warwickshire Inquest^ taken on this occasion^ re- 
presented how Philip Marmion had left^ by a second wife^ a fourth 
daughter^ Joan^ who was still in ward to the Crown. The Jurors 
knew not how far this Joan had a right to participate in the in- 
heritance of Joan de Mortayn.^^ The state of the case is however 
clear. Joan, the infant^ had a right to a share in whatever Joanna 
de Morteyn had inherited firom Philip Marmion, but to no share in 
anything which Joanna de Morteyn had inherited from her Mother, 
Joanna de Kilpec, — consequently no right in Shropshire. 

I find a note of the Relief paid by Ralph Botiler for Pulverbatch, 
being acknowledged in 30 Edward I (1301-2).^ The sum paid was 
£11. 2s. 2d. (probably a balance). Pulverbatch is stated to be held 
" by the third part of the moiety of the barony of Kilpec,'' which is 
intelligible enough according to what has been said above ; — but it 
should be remembered that of Marmion's moiety of the Barony of 
Kilpec there were now only two Coparceners. Pulverbatch is duly 
entered in the Nomina Villarum of 1316, as held by Ralph le Botiler. 
It continued with his descendants in the male line, till the reign of 
Elizabeth. 

Among Undertenants in this Manor those of the name of Walsh 
are of most frequent occurrence. Reginald Walsh was John de 
Kilpec's Attorney in a Lawsuit of the year 1200.^* In 1255 John 
Wallensis was one of the Jurors who made Inquest of Condover 
Hundred. The same person, as Jokn'le Waleis, was Foreman of a 
Langley Jury in 1264, and as John Wallensis of Purebech was re- 
ported as non-attendant at the Assizes of 1272. In April 1284 
John le Waleys occurs on a Stapleton Jury. 

Other Tenants here were Roger de Pulrebach and Richard de 
Linl^, — the latter Surety for an amercement of half a merk set on 
the former in 1208. At the Assizes of 1221 one Petronilla, as heir 
of her Mother Alice, sued Richard de Linlegh for half a virgate in 
Pulrebech. The Defendant proved the Plaintiff to be the daughter of 


« InqMuUiont, 23 Edw. I, No. 56. 

^ DuXkis AniiquUieg of Shropshire, 


p. 286. 
" Suprs, Vol. m, p. 82. 
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a Priest and so illegitimate. She was nonsuited and in misericordid, 
her Surety being Philip de Stapelton.^^ 

At these same Assizes Richard de Linleg surrendered a third part 
of half a virgate in Pulrebech, for which he was impleaded by Juliana, 
widow of Reginald Chamberlain^ who claimed it as dower.^* 

The person here concerned may be that Richard de Linlega, who 
being brother and heir of Nicholas de Linlega^ confirmed a grant 
which the latter made to Haughmond Abbey^ viz. of all that assart 
which Richard fitz David held under him in the Chircheton (Church- 
Town) of Pulrebache. Nicholas de Linlega's Deed had reserved a 
rent of 2d. to Richard his Brother. Roger Sprenghose and Reginald 
Parson of Pontsbury, attested the Deeds of both brothers.^* 

I have a note of a grant by Hugh de Kilpec to Robert Red, of 
land in Pulverbatch, at a rent of 2s,, but the witnesses are not given.^^ 
The Deed probably passed between 1220 and 1243. 

In 1249 John, son of Richard de Pulverbatch, occurs on a local 
Jury. In 1250 Hugh le Lene of Pulrebech was amerced lOs. for 
vert. At the Assizes of 1272, Isabel, widow of William le Whyte, 
withdrew her prosecution against Philip Marmion, whom she had 
called to warranty concerning a noke of land in ChyrchepuUebatch.^ 
At the same Assizes Hugh Gratesige, and Joan his wife, Thomas 
le Mareschal and Avice his wife, with Dionisia and Mai^ery, sisters 
of Joan, sued Philip Marmion for a debt of £54. 6s., but the cause 
was adjourned.^^ 

Also John Russel, as Grandson and heir of Roger Russel, sued 
Philip Marmion and Joan his wife, for half a virgate in Pulverbech. 

Roger de Pulverbach, a Juror on a local Inquest in April 1290, and 
Simon de Pulverbatch, a Juror in January and May 1292, were 
probably Undertenants here. 

THE CHURCH. 

Whenever it was that the Vills of Castle Pulverbatch and Church 
Pulverbatch were so distinguished, it was evidently subsequent to the 
foundation of the Church. This consideration would induce me to 
date the Church at least as early as the twelfth century. It was 
dedicated to St. Edith the Virgin, whose Feast-day, as we have seen, 
was fixed upon in 1254 as the period for an annual Fair at Pulver- 


^ Ajuixes^ 6 Hexuy III, mm. 4, 6. 
*• Haughmond Chartulary, Tit, Pulre- 
beche. 


*7 Duke's MSS. (Bodleian Library). 
•* • *• Axsizea^ 56 Hen. Ill, mm. 1 recto, 
13 dorso. 
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batch. I always supposed this Church to have been originally an 
affiliation of Pontesbury, and have found evidence of the fact, which 
I will state presently. The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of 
Polverbache^ in the Deanery of Pontesbury, at £6. per annum, but 
says that the Church, that is (I presume), the Rector, was beneficed 
elsewhere.^' 

In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth rated the Parish of Pulrebach 
only at £4. The reason was that the Church-Taaation of £6. was 
inclusive of £2. 11«., — the value of the glebe, rents, oblations, hay 
and other small-tithes ; — income arising from sources not contem- 
plated by the present assessment on wheat, wool and lamb.^^ 

On March 30, 1446, it was ascertained by Inquest that Pulre- 
bache was a Chapel without Cure of Souls, and that the spiritual 
cure of all persons resorting thither belonged to the Priests or Por- 
tioners of Pontesbury, and the Hebdomadary (the Portioner doing 
duty at Pontesbury) for the time being ought to see thereto.*^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 gives the preferment of John Butler, Rector 
of Powdurbach, as £10. 08. %d. in glebe and tithes, less Is. 2d. per 
annum for Synodals.^ 


EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Richard de Smethcote, presented in the time of Henry III, 
died in the time of Edward I. He was presented by " Robert 
Walroit, Lord of Polrebache,*^ probably, therefore, towards the dose 
of Henry IIFs reign.** 

Sir Audoen de Montoomebi is said to have been presented by 
King Edward I, but in what right of prerogative or when, it does not 
appear. Montgomeri was Rector in January 1292, when Thomas 
de Pontesburi, Rector of Craunfield, releases to him all actions, etc. 
On Montgomeri's death, and in the reign of Edward III, there wasv 


• Pope Ifieh. Taxation, p. 167. 

"^ Inquig. iVonanim, p. 185. 
. • Blakeway, from Hereford Begisters. 

« Valor JEcolenagticuSyUl, 213. 

** Blakewa7*s MSS. — It is not appa- 
rent from other eyidences how any Itohert 
Walerand can have been entitled " Lord 
of Pnlverbatch " in Henry Ill's time. It 
ia true that William Walerand, Isabella 
de Kilpec's husband, had a temporary 
interest in Pulrerbatch, and that he left 
two sons, Robert and John: but then 


William Walerand resigned all right to 
Pulverbatch in 1268. His son Robert 
was under age in 1272 (the year of Henry 
IIFs death), and his next son John was 
his heir in 1292, but an idiot. Dugdale's 
confused and inaccurate account of the 
Walerands suffices to point out another 
and more noted Robert Walerand, bro- 
ther of William, and Uncle of Robert 
and John named above. This person may 
hare had Pulverbatch in custody for a 
time. 
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a contest between the King and Ralph le Botiller concerning this 
Advowson. 

Roger nfi Acton^ Clerk^ was presented by a Patent of April 6^ 
1339^ the King presenting^ as Gustos of the heir of John^ son of 
Ralph le Botteler.^^ On the other hand — 

Thomas le Botiller is said to have been presented March 23^ 
1339, by Sir William le Botiller^ but this (says Mr. Blakeway) must 
be a mistake for Sir Ralph le BotiUer.^ However Thomas le 
Botiller died in this Incumbency in 1358, when on April 6 — 

Sir William de Tirtnqton, Chaplain, was instituted at presen- 
tation of Edward III, who exercised the right by reason of the 
minority of the heir of Ralph le Botiler, of Northbury.*' Ip this 
instance the Church or Chapel of Pulverbatch is called free and non- 
curative {fum curata). 

John de Pokeltnoton was presented by Edward III, in the 
course of the same year, — 1358. 

In July 1394 Thomas Qache and Edward Buttiller, Knight, con- 
tested the right of patronage. The latter presented — 

Sir John Stacy, but the former presented — 

Sir Thomas Newport, and Newport's title was confirmed by 
Writ of King Richard II, dated July 12, 1395. This person had 
been Rector of Oreat Bolas from 1366 to 1377. I conclude him to 
be identical with — 

Master Thomas Bowlas, Rector of Pulverbatch, who died in 
1413. On July 19 of that year— 

Thomas Cokayn was instituted to Pulverbatch on the presenta- 
tion of Philip Boteller. The Inquisition of 1446, already quoted, 
names — 

Thomas Janynelle, a youth of eighteen, having the y^r^/ tonsure, 
as then presented to this Living by Philip Boteler, Esq., son of Sir 
Philip Boteler. 


« Patent, 13 Edw. Ill, p. 1, m. 23. 

"^ Though John le Botiller was dead in 
1339, his Father Balph did not die till 
March 1342 {Inquis, 16 Bdw. III. No. 
28). Then Balph, son of John, and Grand- 
son of Balph, was 14 years of age. It is 
prohahle therefore that Mr. Blakewaj's 


emendation is right, and that the King 
presented unduly in 1339, since Balph le 
Botiller senior was then living. 

^ This was Balph le Botiler, son of 
John. He died s.p. in 1348. His Brother 
and heir, Edward, was found to be of full 
age in 1360 (Inquis, 34 Edw. HI. No. 89). 


205 


SlBventnalL 


Domesday describes this Manor at some length^^ owing to a 
question of title whicli seems to have been pending at the time. — 
"The same Roger [Venator) holds Warentenehale (of the Earl). 
Emui and Chetel held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors. Here 
are II hides. The arable land is sufficient for v ox -teams. In demesne 
there are iii teams^ and v Serfs^ and iii Villains^ and i Radman, 
with I team. Here is a wood which will fatten 100 swine^ and there 
is one haye. In King Edward's time (the Manor) was worth 60«. 
[per annum). Now it is worth 30*. When he (Roger Venator) 
received it, it was worth 5«." 

" Of this land the Church of St. Chad lays claim to [calumniatur) 
a hide and a half; and the County^ bears witness that (the said hide 
and half) had been in the Church before the time of King Edward, 
but the County is ignorant as to the mode in which (the said hide 
and half) left (the Church) ^^ 

It is quite clear that the Church of St. Chad, at Shrewsbury, 
never recovered any part of Wrentnall. On the contrary, the Manor 
was annexed integrally by Roger Venator or one of his Successors 
to the adjoining Manor of Pulverbatch. Hence the Hundred-Roll 
of 1255 makes no mention of such a Manor as Wrentnall, but calls 
Pulverbatch a Manor of five hides, that is, a Manor which included 
the two Domesday hides of Pulverbatch, the two Domesday hides 
of Wrentnall, and a hide besides, with which we have nothing here 
to do. From that day to this, Wrentnall has been involved both 
parochially and manorially with Pulverbatch, and I find only a few 
Deeds entitling it to any further distinctive notice. 

It was perhaps about 1250-60 that Philip Marmyon grants to 
William Goch of Castel Pulrebache a moiety of a half-virgate and 
assart, and a messuage in Wrotenhale, which William, son of Wil- 
Uam the Priest, had surrendered, and which he had by gift of Hugh 
de Kilpec. Marmyon reserves a rent of 2*. 2rf., Suit of Court, and 
Forinsec services. Witnesses, — Sir John de Arundell, John le 
Waleis, and John fitz Richard of Pulrebache. This Deed had a 
Seal of Arms : — Vair and a f esse. 


^ Domesday^ fo. 259, a, 2. 

^ That ia the Curia Comitates, 

' DehlctenihidametdmLidiam calum- 


niatur ^cclesia Sancti Cedde, et testatur 
Comitatua quod in seccleaii fuerunt ante 
regem £. sed ignoratur quomodo exierunt. 
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In 34 Edward I (1805-6) William, son of William Gouch of 
Wrontenal, releases the above premises, " which he had by gift of 
Philip Marmion/' to Sir Ralph le Botiler, Lord of Pulrebach. 

About the year 1290 Ralph le Botiler, Lord of Polrebech, grants 
to John, son of Roger de Haywode, half a virgate in Wrotenhale, 
with housbote and heybote in Werkwode, under view of the Grantor's 
Foresters. Witnesses, — Roger de Smethcote, Henry de Wesseley, 
John de Champeneys. This Deed had a Seal of arms : — ^A fesse 
chequy with two mullets in chief.* 


^uUep 


This Manor, though in Saxon times it was held integrally by 
Edith, Queen of Edward the Confessor, was divided at the time of 
Domesday. One part was held in capite by Ralph de Mortimer; 
the other part was held under Earl Roger de Montgomery by 
the same Teodulf, of whom we have already spoken as holding 
Hawksley. It is of Teodulf^s share of Pulley that I propose first 
to speak. — "The same Teodulf,'* says Domesday, "holds Polelie. 
Eddid held it (in Saxon times). Here are iii virgates of land, geld- 
able. There is (arable) land (sufficient) for i ox-team. It (the ox- 
team) is here, together with one Serf and ii Boors. The value of 
the Manor was and is 6s, {per annum.y^^ 

TeodulTs probable forfeiture, or displacement, have been con- 
jectured under Hawksley. His tenure at Pulley, being an Escheat 
in the hands of the Earl, or King, was constituted a Serjeantry, but 
whether by Earl Hugh, Earl Robert, King Henry I, or King Henry 
II, I cannot say. The first Tenants of this Serjeantry, whom I can 
name with any show of probability, were Gilbert, Ralph, and Roger 
Bocharte, of whom I have said so much, under Bourton, as suc- 
cessive Lords of that Manor in the reigns of Henry II and Richard I. 
Without recapitidating particulars there given as to the death of 
Roger Bocharte in 1194, and the division of his estates between 
two Infant daughters, I will proceed to quote and explain such docu- 
ments as bear exclusively upon their lands and Seijeantry at Pulley. 


* Blakeway's extracts from the Muni- 
mente and Charters of £. W. Smythe 


Owen, Esq., of Condover. 
* Dotnetday^ fo. 259, a, 2. 
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Boger Bocharte's Office, by which he had held Pulley, was to be 
Custos of the Royal Haye, then known as The Lye, but now called 
Lythwood. The Pipe-Roll of 1199 records the following Fine : — 
" William fitz Geoflfrey renders account of 40«. for having custody 
of the third part of Ida, which pertains to the dower of Dionisia his 
wife. He paid 29*. 4d., and owed 10*. 8d." William fitz Geoflfrey, 
thus mentioned, was Lord of Longner-upon-Severn, a Manor which 
he held under the Bishop of Lichfield, or Chester. He had married 
Dionisia Mussun, widow of Roger Bocharte, and his claim to hold, 
with ter in dower, a third part of her late husband^s Serjeantry, 
was, it seems, allowed. In 1200 I find William fitz Geoflfrey 
charged only 6*. Sd. for his arrears of the last Fine. Also, among 
Fines made more recently with Hugh de NeviU, Justice of the 
Forest, one of 6*. Sd. is charged against William de Longenalre for 
"ill custody of his Bailiwick.^' ^ This he had paid, and the mis- 
stated arrear of 6*. Sd. was paid in 1201. I have said (under 
Bourton) that Heniy Boscharte, who originally had custody of one 
of Bx)ger Boscharte^s daughters, probably lost that privilege for 
some misconduct, and that it was bestowed on Hugh le Strange. 
In the year 1200 Hugh le Strange fines 20*. with the King " for 
having custody of La Lye,^' that is, I presume, for such part of 
the Bailiwick as pertained to his infant Ward. The debt was 
paid before Michaelmas 1201. A Roll of Shropshire Seijeantries 
which belongs to this very period (1200-1202) has the following 
fiill and clear statement : — '^ Hugh le Strange and Elias de Hatin- 
cham have in custody, with the heirs (thereof), two virgates of land 
in Pulileg, (held) by Seijeantry, which (two virgates) are worth 8*. 
(per annum); and Dionisia, late the daughter of Roger Mussun, 
holds one virgate there in dower, which (virgate) is worth 4*.'^^ It 
is worth noting how Teodulf 's-Pulley had thus maintained the exact 
measurement recorded in Domesday, while its reputed value had 
been exactly doubled. 

I have shown, under Bourton, how Alice Bocharte, one of the 
Coheiresses of Pulley, was in 1203 the wife of Thomas, son of Ely as 
de Echingham; and how Isabella, the other Coheiress, was in 1209 
the wife of Ralph Mareschall. This will explain the following 
Records, it being first imderstood that the Seijeantry in question 


' The next entry on the Boll is of 1 
mark, charged against William de Pulileia 
for " ill custody of his Bailiwick." It had 
been paid, Jbut who William de Puliley 


was, or how concerned as a Gustos of the 
Forest, I cannot imagine. Probably there 
is some mistake in the Becord. 
' Testa de NeviU, p. 61. 
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involved the custody of Biriwood^ a forest, or rather haye, which 
was distinct as regards boundary from Lythwood^ bat usually asso- 
ciated therewith. In 1209 Thomas fitz Ely as fines 2 merks for 
having custody of the Forestership of Beraumde. In June 1211 
a Boll of Shropshire Sezjeajatries tells us how " Ralph M areschall 
ought of his service to keep custody of Biriwode, a forest of the 
King, and of Lye, a haye of the Eing/^* Another but cotemporary 
Eoll is more particular in the matter of Coparcenery. It says that 
" Ralph MarescaQ and Thomas de Bureton (identical with Thomas 
de Echingham) hold (their land) by serjeantry of the custody of 
La Lye and Buriwude, hayes of the Lord King/^^ It would seem 
that Marshall had only recently obtained his share of this Serjean- 
try, for his fine of '^ four merks for having a bailiwick of the Fo- 
rest'^ is not recorded earlier than the Pipe-Boll of 1211-1212. I 
have said that Elyas de Bourton, second husband of Alice Bocharte, 
was deceased in the Autumn of 1227. It would appear that his 
death was a violent one, and that Ralph Marshall obtained both 
shares of the Bailiwick of Lythwood. A Fine on the Pipe-Boll of 
1228 exhibits Balph Marescall as " accounting one merk for having 
that moiety of the Bailiwick of Lye and Buriwude which Elyas, 
who had been slain, had had/' It seems to me that from this time 
Balph Marshall continued to be sole Gustos of Lythwood, nor do I 
find Alice Bocharte or her son Henry de Burton exercising any 
subsequent interest in Pulley ; Alice de Bourton however, as she is 
in this instance called, is said at some time or other to have alien- 
ated half a vii^ate in PuUey, of which matter I will speak hereafter. 
In 1231 Balph Marescall had been amerced 20s. for " ill custody of 
his bailiwick.'^ He is also said to account with Elyas his fellow 
(though the latter had been dead some years) for 14»., the produce 
of windfalls in the Haye of Lye. In 1249 his widow Isabella de 
Burton being dead, her tenure in Polilegh was estimated by Inquest 
to have been 3^ virgates, worth Gs. per annuniy and held by the de- 
ceased by service of keeping the Forest of Lye.^ It is singular 
that the alienations of this Serjeantry were not taken account of by 
Bobert Passelewe when he visited the County for such purposes in 
1247. After Isabella de Burton's death, and immediately aft;er the 
succession of her son, Balph Marshall (II), that is about January 
1250, Geoffrey de Langley and Boger de Somery took cognizance 
of these alienations, though their specific commission was to assess 

* Testa de Neville p. 55. I tenent per Serfanciam, 
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aflsarts in the Royal Forests. According to the Pipe-Boll of 1252, 
they had set Crown-rents amounting to lOs. per annum on four 
tenants, holding 3 vii^tes of Ralph le Mareschal's Serjeantry, and 
three years^ arrears of the said rents were now said to be due. 
The statement on the Hundred-Boll of 1255 varies considerably 
firom thisJ It gives to Balph Marescall, Forester of the Haye of 
Lye, only 1^ virgates in Uoverpolile, for which three tenants paid 
rents of 6s. to him, and of 5s, to the Crown. It adds that his 
mother and his ancestors had sold the said land to these Tenants. 
Another part of the Boll indicates three Tenants in Poliley as paying 
rents of 20d. each, or 5«. in all, to the Crown ; but one of the three was 
Tenant, not by feoffment of Balph Marescall or his predecessors, 
but by feoffment of Alice de Burton. I will endeavour to reconcile 
these, at least imperfect, statements when I come to speak of the 
Undertenants in Pulley. It appears that Balph, the Forester of 
Lye, claimed the winter-pannage as his perquisite.^ 

At the Forest Assize of February 1262, Balph Marscall, Forester 
of La Lye, was amerced one merk for trespass. His Sureties were 
William Bumel and William Champion. He further owed Ss. for 
the agistment of the Lye Forest in the current year. As one of 
the Foresters of the Fee, Balph Mareschall attended an important 
Inquest at Brug in March 1262. Though he died in this or the 
foUowing year, a debt of half a merk for trespass is recorded against 
him on the Pipe-Boll of 1267. 

In December 1273, Engelard, son and heir o£ Balph Marshall, 
appears on an Inquest at Brace-Meole as '^ Engelard, Forester of 
Puhleg,^^ a common metathesis, which is equivalent to Engelard de 
Pulileg, Forester. The Hundred- Boll of 1274 states that the tenure 
of Balph Marchal under Henry III had been 2^ virgates, held by 
Seijeantry of keeping Lithwode Forest ; that he had sold the said 
lands to five men of Poliley, viz. half a virgate to each ; that these 
five tenants now paid 6s. per annum to Engelard, son of Balph le 
Marchal, under whom they held, and that, since the Iter of Geof- 
firey de Langley, Justice of the Forest, they had paid 10*. per 
annum to the King.^ These statements will require further remark 
in the Sequel. In 1284 Engelard de Puliley attests a Charter 
already given imder Condover. In December 1285, as a Forester, 
he sat on a Jury at Salop. On January 28, 1290, he was deceased, 
and the King^s Writ of Diem clausit resulted in an Inquest on 

' Mot. Hundred. II, 68. The Autumn j b^n, at Martimnas (NoTember 11th). 
|M|image ended, and the Winter pannage | ^ Rot. Bwndred. II, 91. 
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April 7 following. The deceased^ said the Jurors^ had held in 
agrite 68. rent in Polilegh^ which he received from three free tenants 
there> his aervice to the Crown being to keep the Haye of Lythe- 
wode. He had also held^ under John Pride of Salop^ If yii^ates 
in Polilegh and Great Lithe^ at a penny rent^ the net value of the 
tenure being 13«. 4d.* 

With respect to this second tenure in Pulley I know nothing 
further. It is possible that John Pride may have been the Repre- 
sentative or Successor of Alice Bocharte's heirs^ and that Marshall 
had obtained a feoffinent of the other moiety of Over-Pulley. I 
think it however more probable that Engelard Marshall's te- 
nure under Pride was not in Over-Pulley^ but in that part of 
Pulley which was of Mortimer's fee. Philip^ son and heir of 
Engelard de Polilegh, was of full age on November 1, 1289. He 
therefore succeeded at once to his father. He appears as a Forester- 
of-the-Fee in the great Perambulation of Shropshire Forests^ made in 
the year 1300. In 1308 we have seen him attesting a Condover Deed. 

The Undebtenants in TheodulTs-Pulley cannot always be dis- 
tinguished from those in Mortimer's-Pulley. I suppose that the 
whole of Theodulf's-PuUey was alienated by Boger Bocharte's Co- 
heirs, and that the six half-virgates of which the Manor was com- 
posed were held in the thirteenth century by as many Undertenants. 
Out of the discordant evidences which bear upon this question, I 
can only gather particulars about five of the six half-virgates. 

In or about the year 1222 Maurice de Pulilega gave to the In- 
firmary of Haughmond Abbey an acre of land in PuUeley, with the 
houses thereon. The land was bounded by the lands of one Osbem 
and of Isabel, wife of Engelard.^^ We have here the names of three 
early Tenants of the Lords of Pulley. 

Isabel, wife of Engelard, was probably the mother of Engelard de 
Polilegh, a Juror on a local Inquest in 1249, and who, according to 
Langley's arreniation of 1250, held a whole vij^te in Pulileg, pay- 
ing the King a rent of Ss, 4^, per annum. The same Engelard, by 
the Record of 1255, appears to have been a Feofiee in Marshall's 
moiety. His tenure is put at half a virgate, his rent to the King at 
20d., and his rent to Marshall (if the rents were proportionate to 


> InqmsUiant, 18 Edw. I, No. 12. 

^ Haaghmoiid Chartnlary, Tit. Piille> 
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each other) was 2s, He was one of the Jurors who made this 
Beport. At the Assizes of 1256 this Engelard^ written as Engelard 
de Powikff, was on the Jury for Condover Hundred. In 1274 he 
is represented by Richard de Polileg^ a Juror for the Hundred^ but 
who is called Richard fitz Engelard in the enumeration of the five 
Pulley Tenants^ who are said to haye jointly paid a rent of 6^. to 
Engelard Marshall^ and a rent of 10«. to the Crown. In May 1292, 
a second Engelard de Poliley appears on a local Jury, and in such a 
position as to indicate that he was of this family, even if we did not 
know that his Suzerain, also called Engelard de Poliley, had died 
two years before. He was father, I conclude, of William fitz Enge- 
lard de Puliley, who appears on a local Jury in August 1295. 

Osbem, the Pulley landholder of 1222, is represented in the arren' 
tation of 1250 by two sons, viz. by John fitz Osbem, holding a vir- 
gate, and paying a Crown-rent of 3s. 4e/. ; and by Henry fitz Osbem, 
holding half a virgate, and paying a Crown-rent of Is. Sd. In 1265 
these two sons appear as John de Polikg and Henry Doyl ; but as 
holding only two half-virgates in Marshairs moiety, for which they 
seem to have paid a rent of 4^. to Marshall, whilst John^s half-vir- 
gate only is mentioned as paying a Crown-rent, and that Is. Sd. It 
is clear that this is an omission, and that Henry Doyl must have 
contributed 1^. Sd. of that 6s. which was paid to the Crown by 
Marshall's three Tenants collectively. In 1274 John de Poliley 
and Henry Doyl recur as Tenants of half a virgate each, and con- 
tributing their proportions (whatever they were) of Marshall's rent 
of 68. and the King's rent of lOs. In October 1283, and in January 
and May 1292, John de Polilegh occurs on local Juries ; and, on the 
last occasion, a second Juror, called John fitz Henry de Polilegh, 
will have been the son of Henry Doyl. 

Maurice de Pulilega, the remaining Landholder of 1222, must, 
I take it, have been a Feofiee in the moiety of Alice Bocharte. In 
Michaelmas Term 1232, Richard fitz Auty sues Juliana, widow of 
Maurice Bedell, for 1^ virgates in Pulileg. Juliana pleaded that her 
sole interest in the premises was as Guardian of her infant son, 
William. The Court ordered the Plaintiff to proceed against the 
said William, when of age.^^ Neither the Record of 1250, nor that 
of 1255, notice this tenure, but it is clear that it existed. In 1274 
we have probably the above son and heir of Maurice in William 
Morice, now Tenant of half a virgate in Pulley. He is stated to 
contribute to the King's rent of 10*., and to Marshall's rent of 6*. ; 

" FlaeUa, Mioh. Term, 17 Hen. Ill, m. 16. 
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but the latter is probably a mistake. The same person appears as 
William de Polilegh on a Jury of 1292. 

Robert fitz Robert^^' tenant of half a virgate in 1250^ and sub- 
jected to a Crown-arrentation of Is. Sd,, was clearly a Feoffee on 
Alice Bocharte's side ; indeed he is the same person with, or the 
fftther of, that Roger fitz Robert who, in 1255, is distinctly stated 
to have held half a virgate, alienated by Alice de Burton, and to be 
paying a Crown-rent of 1«. Sd. This Roger fitz Robert appears as 
Roger fitz Broun on the Roll of 1274, again as holding half a vii^te 
and contributing to the Crown-rent of 10^. But the same Roll is 
clearly in error where it states him to be a Feoffee of Marshall, and 
a Contributor to Marshall's rent of 6«. 

MoBTiMEB Fbb. This part of Pulley may perhaps be distin- 
guished firom the part already treated of, by a circumstance which 
exists at this very day. I think Mortimer's Manor must have been 
that part of Pulley which is now in the Parish of Brace Meole, 
while Teodulf s Manor was that part which is now in St. Julian's 
Parish. Domesday describes Mortimer's Manor as follows : — ^^ 

'^ The same Radulf (de Mortimer) holds Polelie (of the King) ; 
Eddid held it (in Saxon times). Here is i hide and i virgate, geld- 
able. The (arable) land is (sufficient) for v ox-teams. Here are 
III Radmans, and iiii Villains, and v Boors, with vii^^ ox-teams. 
In King Edward's time the Manor was worth dOs. {per annum). Its 
value afterwards and now was and is 40«." 

It is dear that the proximity of Mortimer's share of Pulley to his 
greater Manor of Meole, as well as the parochial connection which 
existed between the two, effaced their manorial distinction. Hence 
too it has come to pass that Meole has attracted this part of Pulley 
firom Condover Himdred to within the Liberties of Shrewsbury. 
Except in Domesday we never hear of this part of Pulley as a dis- 
tinct Manor, nor as anything more than a member of Brace Meole. 
Consequently, Mortimer's Feoffees in Brace Meole, that is De Can- 
tilupe and De Bracy, must be taken to have been Mesne Lords of 
this part of Pulley. We shall find evidence that they were so. I 
do not now purpose to speak of these great families, but only of 
their Undertenants in that part of Brace Meole which I take to be 
identical with Mortimer's-Pulley. 


n Brnnn de Pulil^, who has been men- 
tioned under Stapleton (supra, p. Ill, 
note 7), as oceuning in 1221, was father 
probably of this Robert fits Robert. 


" Domeiday, fo. 260, b, 1. 
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Warin de Pnlileg^ who has occurred to us in 1221^ Beems^ from 
Ills associates^ td have been a tenant in Mortimer's-Fee. Perhaps 
Balph de Pulie^ who occurs at the same date^ was another. He 
was impleaded for dower by Agnes^ widow of Henry de Barewe, 
but^ when the case was called on at the Assizes, the Plaintiff was 
found to be deceased.^^ At the same Assizes William^ claiming to 
be son and heir of Stephen de Purileff, sued Audulf de Bracy for a 
yirgatc in Purikg. De Bracy pleaded that the Plaintiff was ille- 
gitimate, having been bom before the marriage of his parents, which 
had only been solemnized when his Father was in his last illness. 
De Bracy objected therefore to the trial proceeding. The Court, 
finding that the Plaintiff's mother was dead, as well as his father, 
and that he, being an Infant, could not answer De Bracy, would 
not allow the trial to be stopped. Presently De Bracy gave way, 
and conceded William^s demand and accepted his homage.^*^ In 
January 1222 a Fine was levied at Warwick between Audulf de 
Brascy, Plaintiff, and Walter le Poer, Tenant, of 2 virgates in Pulile, 
whereof was Assize of mort (Tancestre. Audulf acknowledged the 
right of Walter; — to have and to hold to him and his heirs for ever. 
One virgate, viz. that which Roger fitz Henry held, was to be held 
by Walter, under Audulf de Brascy, at a rent of half a pound of 
cumin, or \dr, the other virgate, viz. that which Peter held, was to 
be held by Walter at a similar rent under William de Cantilupe, 
who, being present, conceded the arrangement. In 1232 I find one 
William fitz Edeline of Pulileg amerced for some breach of the 
Forest-laws. At the Assizes of 1256 John de Bracy was found to 
have disseized William de Rodene and Alice his wife of half-a- 
vii^te in Pulilegh.^* It appears that, during Montfort's rebellion 
in 1265-6, John son of John le Waleys incurred the forfeiture of 
certain lands in Walsburn (Walleyboum, near Pulverbatch) and 
Pulileye. Thomas Corbet had a grant from the Crown of the re- 
demption to be paid by Le Waleys, under the Dictum de Kenilworth ; 
and, in Hilary Term 1272, a precept issued to the Sheriff to bring 
Le Waleys before the King in Easter Term following, but for what 
specific purpose we are not told.^^ 


rtcto. 
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This was another of Ralph de Mortimer's Domesday Manors : — 

"The same Radulf holds Edbaldinesham (of the King). Eddid 
held it (in Saxon times). Here is one hide^ geldahle. The (arable) 
land is (sufficient) for ii ox-teams. Here is one Free-man^ who 
pays a ferm of 8«. (annually). There is a wood which will fatten 
XX Swine. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 40^. 
Since then it was waste." ^ 

It is dear from this that the existing value of the Manor was 8^., 
that is^ the fee-farm rent at which the unnamed Tenant held it. I 
will not surmise who this unnamed Tenant was^ but it is evident 
that Edgebold was^ like Mortimer's part of Pulley^ afterwards an- 
nexed to Meole^ and that so Cantilupe^ or De Bracy^ became its 
mesne-lord. We shall now observe a singular coincidence^ viz. that^ 
nearly two centuries after Domesday, the Lord of Edgebold's rent to 
Cantilupe still stood at 8«. — 

An Inquisition taken at Brace Meole, December 13, 1278, on the 
death of George de Cantilupe, found him to have been seissed of a 
moiety of the Manor of Melesbracy, which he held under Roger de 
Mortimer.' Among his rents, one of 8^., receivable from the Lord 
of Egbaldenham, is specified, and the said Lord of Egbaldenham did 
suit at the Manor Court of Melesbracy.* 


^iinnton. 


DoMEsbAY has two entries relating to this Manor, the second of 
which is supplementary to, and in paler ink than, the body of the 
Record. It must therefore be taken as corrective of the first, which 
states that " Radulf de Mortemer holds Schentune under Earl Roger, 
and Helgod holds it under Mortemer. Azor, ^Elgar, and Saulf 
held it (in Saxon times) for three Manors, and were free men 

» Domeadoff, fo. 260, b, 1. j « Who this Lord of Edgebold was, I 
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t(^ether with their lands. Here are ii hides^ geldable. In demesne 
there is one ox-team and a half; and ii Serfs and i Frenchman^ with 
IX Boors^ have ii ox-teams^ and there might be a third team here. 
Here is a Mill of lOs, (annual value), and a wood which will fiettten 
100 swine. The former value of the Manor was 17^. Now it is 
worth 20s, {per annum), '^^ 

The other^ or supplementary entiy^ classes Sheinton^ by a mar- 
ginal mark^ after Egbaldinesham^ and so among the Manors which 
Mortemer held in capUe of the King. — 

''The same Radulf holds Scentune; and Helgot (holds it) of him. 
Azor and Elgar and Saul held it for three Manors. Here are ii 
hides^ geldable. Here is a wood which will fatten 100 swine^ and a 
Mill of 10«. (annual value). The whole is worth 20^.''^ 

There is a great analogy between the histories of the two 
Manors of Sheinton and Burwarton. The Saxon Azor had an in- 
terest in both. Both were held at Domesday by Helgot under 
Balph de Mortemer. Both were involved in that large section of 
Helgot's Barony^ which^ by feoffment^ or otherwise^ passed to De 
Girros.* 

In two respects these Manors differed. The mesneAnterest of 
Helgot's Successors at Sheinton was not so completely obliterated 
in the 13th century as at Burwarton. Sheinton again was not held 
by De Oirros in demesne. His Feoffees therein were a succession of 
knights^ taking their family-name from the place. So then in the 
13th century the status of Sheinton was as follows. De Sheinton 
held it of De Girros^ or his heirs ; De Girros held it of the Lords 
of Holgate; the Lords of Holgate held it under Mortimer of 
Wigmore, who held it of the Crown. I must now follow the 
succession of De Sheinton ; but^ whereas the Representatives of the 
family uniformly bore the name of Hugh^ I shall be unable to 
mark each generation with any certainty. 

The earliest Hugh de Sheinton of whom I have any notice 
occurs about the year 1150^ as witness of a very ancient Charter 
already quoted under Posenhall.' Again the Pipe- Roll of 1197 
tells of a Hugh de Seinton^ who had fined 2 merks with Geoffiney 
fitz Piers (then a Justiciar of the Forest) for license to cultivate an 
assart. The next or the same Hugh de Shineton occurs in 1207 as 
being amerced half a merk. He died between the years 1217 and 
1221^ after serving the then important office of a Coroner for 
Shropshire. This Hugh de Shineton^ during the Barons' Wars^of 

1 Domesday, fo«. 286, b, 2 and 260, b, 1. | < • * Sap^^ Vol. Ill, pp. 81, 286. 
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1215-6^ adhered to the Royalist side^ with his Suzerain^ Hugh de 
Mortimer of Wigmore^ while his Mesne-Suzerain^ Robert de Girros, 
sufiSered forfeiture for espousing the opposite cause. Robert de 
Girros was however included in the Letters of Reseizin, issued by 
Henry III on November 4i, 1217. Hugh de Shineton died soon 
after^ and was succeeded by his son and heir^ whom I will call 
Hugh de Shineton (III). The latter, it appears^ notwithstanding 
De Girros's re-investiture in all his rights, continued to render the 
services due on Sheinton to Hugh de Mortimer. At the Assizes 
of November 1221 Robert de Girros sued Mortimer ^' for disseizing 
him of his tenement in Sheinton/' by which was meant his right 
to the aforesaid services. Mortimer pleaded Robert de Girros's dis- 
affection, and showed how the late Hugh de Shineton, through De 
Girros's d^atUt; rendered all services to himself (Mortimer) till the 
day of his (Hugh de Shineton's) death ; how also Hugh de Shineton 
his son had done the same, so that De Girros had, in fact^ never 
been seized of the services on Sheinton since his rebellion. De 
Girros denied this and affirmed that he had, since his restoration, 
received the services of Hugh de Shineton, both father and son, in 
turn, and that the disseizin which he alleged against Mortimer was 
sinte. The Jury gave a verdict for De Girros, who recovered his 
mediate rights and 3 merks damages. 

At these same Assizes, Hugh de Sheinton was amerced 20s. for 
not coming forward to answer for his deceased father's discharge of 
his duties as Coroner. The Feodary of 1240 gives Hugh de Shin- 
ton as holding two-thirds of a Knight's-fee under Ralph de Mor- 
timer,^ as if there was no mediate interest in the matter. This 
usual omission need not deceive us. We have had a Charter on a 
former page which about this very period associates the three 
names of Mortimer, De Girros, and De Shineton, in a way quite 
consistent with their mutual relations.^ In Easter Term 1243, 
Alice, widow of William le Gos, recovered a third of nine acres 
in Scheynton from Hugh de Scheynton and Roese his wife.^ In 
1247, 1249> and 1253, I find Hugh de Shineton a Juror on three 
several Inquisitions. From his attestation of Charters I judge him 
to have been at this period a Knight.^ The Hundred-Roll of 1255 
entitles him Sir Hugh de Seynton, and declares how ''he holds 
Seynton, for two hides, under Sir Roger de Mortimer, and pays 
16^. per annum for stretward and motfee, and does suit to both 

* TeHa de NevOl, p. 46. I • Flaeiia,27 Hen. in, m. 14. 
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County and Hundred/^ The Jurors who made this return repre- 
sented how the Abbot of Buildwas had entered on the fee of Scheyn- 
ton to the extent of a earucate of land, and how the Prior of 
Wenlock was possessed of 4 acres there. The Jurors knew nothing 
of the title to these acquisitions in either case.^ No extant Char- 
ter of either Monastery enables me to say anything more on the 
subject. At the Assizes of 1256 Hugh de Scheynton with eight 
others, all apparently Knights, were declared in misericordidy for 
refusing to make some perambulation ordered by the Justices. At 
these Assizes, John, as son and heir of John Tece, claimed 1^ acres 
in Cristeheth (Cressage) against William son of Hugh de Sheynton, 
but &iled to prove that his Father had died seized thereof.* In 
1258 we have a notice of Hugh de Shineton^s interest in Much 
Wenlock, as before stated.^^ In 1259 he is amerced half a merk 
for some disseizin. In June 1260 he attends a great Forest Inquest, 
at Sheriff Hales, as one of the Verderers of Shropshire. A notice 
which we have had of him under Wenlock in 1267 makes mention 
of his heir, and perhaps indicates his advanced age.^^ The next 
Hugh de Shineton who occurs was, I take it, a different person. 

At the Assizes of 1272 the Jurors for Condover Hundred repre- 
sented that the ViUs of Sutton (near Salop), Sheynton, and Sta- 
pleton would not allow the King^s Bailiffs to levy distresses therein. 
Also the Vills of Bekwardine, Sheynton, Church Prene, and Holt 
Prene, having been accustomed to do certain suits to the Hundred, 
had withdrawn them. One would imagine, from Sheinton being 
mentioned in this sequence, that the Lords of Castle Holgate had 
still a seigneural interest there. I doubt however whether these 
unmunities were not claimed for Sheinton by stress of the fran- 
duses of Roger Mortimer of Wigmore. An Inquisition on the 
subject of such withdrawals, taken about this time, expressly 
charges the withdrawal of Sheinton on Mortimer,^^ but the Hun- 
dred-Roll of 1274 attributes it to the ''Lord Earl Richard,' '» 
evidently meaning Richard Earl of Cornwall and King of Almagne, 
sometime Lord of Holgate* 

On August 14, 1283, Hugh de Sheinton (IV), as I will call him, 
was empanelled for the Perambulation between Piilverbatch and 
Longden. He is named first afler the Knights who acted on the 
Jury. The Feodary of 1284 says that " Hugh de Schenton holds 
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Sclienton nnder William de Hopton^ and William holds under Ed- 
mmid de Mortimer^ and Edmund de Mortimer under the King/^ I 
believe that for William de Hopton we should here read Walter de 
Hopton. He was one of the Coheirs of De Girros. I have before 
quoted a passage in this same Record which gives De Hopton's name 
first as Walter and then as William.^^ At this period the mesne 
interest of the Lords of Holgate in Sheinton seems to have entirely 
vanished^ otherwise it would have been Bishop Bumel's. Edmund de 
Mortimer's exercise of exclusive Franchises in Sheinton was ques- 
tioned in 1202, as I have before shown.^^ An Inquest, held pursuant 
to a Writ of May 27, 1294, states that a messuage and virgate in 
Seynton, lately held by Adam de Seynton^ a felon, under Hugh, 
Lord of Seynton, had been in manu Regis for a year and a day^ and 
that the Vill of Seynton was answerable for the proceeds. Again, 
pursuant to Writs of Edward I, dated at Dunfermlin, on November 
6, 1303, two Inquests were taken as to a messuage and half-virgate 
in Shineton, lately held by Bernard de Shineton, an outlaw for 
felony, and a messuage and virgate held by Adam de Shineton, 
another outlaw. The returns are in the usual form, vis. that the 
King had had both tenements a-year-and-a-day; that they were 
held under Hugh, Lord of Shineton, who now had them in hand, 
except Adam de Shineton's messuage, which was now held by Wil- 
liam de Bugge and Fetronilla his wife.^^ For some cause or other 
two new Writs on the subject of these forfeited estates issued on 
September 1305. The returns were in substance the same as be- 
fore." , 

A Feodary, drawn up on February 10, 1305, gives Hugh'de 
Scheynton as holding a Enight's-fee in Scheynton under Edmund 
de Mortimer, deceased.^^ On February 9, 1306, this Manor was 
settled by a Fine levied at Westminster. Hugh de Sheyntone and 
Isabella his wife, Plaintiffs, give the Manor to Master John de 
Cherleton, Deforciant, who in turn surrenders and settles the same on 
Hugh and Isabella, and the heirs of Hugh by Isabella, and, in de- 
fault, on the right heirs of Hugh, — to be held of the chief lords of 
the fee. The Nomina VtUarum of 1316 gives Hugh de Shenton as 
Lord of Shenton.^^ 

The Undertenants in this Manor seem usually to haVe been of 
the same name and perhaps family with the Lords. We have Henry, 


" Supra, Vol. IV, p. 46. 

w Supn^ Vol. IV. p. 221. 

i« InquinHons, 81 Edwr. I, No. 43 and 


83 Edw. I, No. d8. 

^7 Inquisitiont, 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 
1" Parliamentary WrUs, IV, 8d8. 
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Clerk of Seiiiton^ owing 6^. Sd. for a paurjpresiure in 1200. We have 
Adam de Sheinton as Juror on a local Inquest in March 1253^ and 
Peter de Sheinton as a Juror for Condover Hundred at the As- 
sizes of 1256. In 1262 Richard de la Haye of Shynewod (a mem- 
ber of Shineton) was amerced lid. for vert. On November 12> 
1299> a Fine was levied between William^ son of Walter de Scheyn* 
ton^ Plaintiff; and Walter de Scheynton^ Impedient, of a messuage 
and half-vi]^te in Scheynton^ which Walter acknowledges him- 
self to have given to William. The latter concedes the premises, 
to Walter for life^ at a rent of one rose, with reversion to WiUiam 
and his heirs. w 

SHEINTON CHITRCH. 

This was in all probability one of the Chapels originally subject 
to the Church of Cound. Though its dependence in the thirteenth 
century was perhaps nominal or obsolete, the Taxation of 1291 does 
not notice this Rectory. Neither was Sheinton, as a distinct Parish, 
assessed to the Ninth in 1341, unless indeed the place called Shevyn, 
which was assessed at ISa. 4d., was Sheinton.^* If so, the error of 
placing it in Stottesden Deanery is an extraordinary one. In 1534-5 
the Valor correctly places the Rectory of Shaynton in the Deanery 
of Salop, and the Diocese of Lichfield and Coventry. The prefer- 
ment of John Smythyman, the Rector, was put at £6. 13«. Ad., out 
of which he paid 8*. 4d. yearly for Procurations, and lid. for 
Synodals.*^ 

EAELY INCUMBENTS. 

Roger, Parson of Sheynton, occurs as a landholder in Cressage 
on the Assize- RoU of 1272. 

John db Sheynton, Clerk, had been presented before August 
18, 1301, when the Bishop of Lichfield, in consequence of the youth 
of the Presentee, gives the Archdeacon of Salop custody of the Church, 
as a Sequestration. The Archdeacon is enjoined to allow the Pre- 
sentee fitting exhibition in the Schools. John de Sheynton, Sub- 
deacon, was instituted September 22, 1303, at presentation of Hugh 
de Sheynton. He died August 24, 1335. 

Thomas be Withiford, Clerk, was admitted October 3, 1335, 
at presentation of Hugh de Sheynton. On December 31, 1336, 

" Vidfi supra, Vol. I, p. 221, note 11. | ^ Valor Ecclesicuiious, III, 183. 


220 SHKINTON. 

Thomas^ Rector of Shaynton^ has four-years' license of non-resi* 
dence^ studendi gratid ; but the fourth year was allowed at instance 
of the Earl of Arundel. This Hector died October 13, 1345, and 
on October 19 following, — 

Reoinald, son of Walter lb Scbyystn of Salop^ derlL, 
was admitted at presentation of Hugh de Sheynton. He resigned 
in 1349, when, on October 17, — 

William de O&afton, Chaplain, was admitted at presentation of 
John, Lord of Sheynton and Rector of Egemundon (Edgmond).^ 

Mastbb John Judas, Rector of. Sheinton, died in 1373, when, on 
December 22nd, — 

William Hines, Priest, was instituted on the joint presentation of 
the following Coparceners in the Lordship of Scheynton : Tis. Ed- 
ward BumeU ; Richard de Hamage ; Richard de Morton, perpetual 
Vicar of Wrockwardine ; and Richard de Berwyk. 

Sir William Huntb, Rector of Sheinton, died in 1401 , when, 
on April 30, — 

Sib John Wyle was instituted. Patrons, — Hugh Hamage; 
Roger Partrich ; Thomas de Lee ; William de Lee ,* John de Eynton ; 
Sir William Nicholls, Chaplain ; and William Boterell.^* 


Ij^xttn. 


Besides Sheinton, Helgot was Domesday possessor of a tolerably 
compact estate in Condover Hundred, consisting of the adjacent 
Manors of Preen, Belswardine, and Harley. These three he held 
under the Norman Earl. — 

" The same Helgot holds Prene, and Richard holds it of him. 
Eduin held it (in Saxon times), and was a free man. Here are 
HI hides, geldable. The arable land is (sufficient) for iii ox-teams. 
In demesne there is one ox-team and iiii Serfs. Of this land Gode- 


<i Lichfield Registers, A, foe. 18, b and 
28, b. B, fos. 10, 213, 220, 226. 

^ Blakeway'fl MSS. — ^As nothing is 
more interesting to a Genealogist than to 
trace the ramifications which so often re- 
sulted from a Coheirship, I may add in a 


note, that on February 27, 1481, John the LiTing. 


Wynnesbnry, G^rge Hankeston, Hugh 
Cresset, Thomas Yate, and Thomas Hop- 
ton of Bochull, appear as joint Patrons of 
Sheinton ; — and that in January 1465, 
Mai^ry Homage of Scheynton, Relict of 
Hugh Hamage, Esq., presented solely to 
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bold holds I Mde^ and thereon he has one ox-team^ one Serf^ one 
Villain^ and one Boor, with a team. The wood here (will fatten) 
100 Swine. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 208. {per 
Ofwum). Now it is worth lOs. He (Helgot) found it waste/'^ 

We must understand by this that Richard held two hides and 
Godebold one hide in Preen. The two hides were afterwards known 
as Great Preen, or Church Preen, the one hide as Preen Girros, 
Holt Preen, or Little Preen. 

' Great Preen. — I have hinted, under Meadowley, a possibility 
that Helgot's Tenant, Richard, was no other than Richard de Bel* 
meis, afterwards Viceroy of Shropshire.' In proportion to that 
probability is the probability that Belmeis, or his heirs, granted his' 
or their interest in Great Preen to Wenlock Priory. The Viceroy 
himself is known to have had a special fitvour for that House. 

The distance of this Manor from Wenlock seems to have occa- 
sioned the foundation of a Cell here, but of the date of that founda- 
tion we are as ignorant as of the period when the Monks obtained 
the estate. The Lords of Holgate maintained a Seigneural in« 
terest here in the thirteenth century, a circumstance which pro- 
bably accounts for the seeming inability of the Monks of Wenlock 
to withdraw the Manor from Condover Hundred and to annex it to 
the Liberty of Wenlock. It would seem too that the Lord of Holt 
Preen had a concurrent right, with the Prior of Wenlock, in the 
Patronage of this Cell or Priory. Robert de Girros's quit-claim of 
a moiety of the Advowson of the Cell of Prene to Wenlock Priory 
took place in 1244, as^ before recited.* It was within a year of that 
date that the Prior, probably in virtue of a title thus strengthened, 
withdrew Great Pr«en from suit of Condover Hundred. In 1250 
we have had notice of the Prior's assarts in Preen.* In 1255 the 
Condover Hundred- Roll reports that " the Prior of Wenloc holds 
Prune Magna of the Fief of Sir William Mauduit, for ii hides. He 
paid neither stretward nor motfee, and had ten years since with- 
drawn the suit which he had used to render to the Hundred; — 
whereby the Crown had lost 20«., or 2*. per anrmm"^ At the 
Assizes of 1256 Walter, son of John de Prene, claimed, as his 
father's, a messuage and half virgate in Prene against the Prior of 
Wenlock ; but the prosecution failed, because the Prior, having de- 
mised the premises to one Dionisia, was not actual Tenant thereof.^ 


' Domesday^ fo. 258, b, 1. 
« Supra, VoL I, p. 149. 
» SupTa,Vol.IV, p. 22. 


< Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 241. 

« Rot. Sundred, II, 62. 

* Assizegf 40 Hen. Ill, m. 11. 
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William iitz John, as son and heir of Jolm fits Walter, sued the 
Prior for a virgate in Prene, but with no better suooess, for the Prior 
showed that the Father had only had a denuse of the premises fixxn 
the Prior,^ — a life-lease, I presume. A third Suitar, Walter, son 
and heir of Alexander fita Walter, recovered a messuage and half 
virgate in Prene firom the Prior, according to the Assise^BoU;^ but 
a cotemporary Fine shows the said Walter quU-elaiming a messuage, 
half-virgate, and six acres to the Prior, whereof was Suit oi mart 
' d'ancestrcy and receiving in return a life-lease of the premises at a 
rent of 49. At the Assises of 1272, the Suits of Church Prene 
and Holt-Prene were reported by the Jurors of Condover Hundred 
as having been withdrawn from the Sheriff' a^Toum, seventeen years 
previously. The Hundred«Boll of 1274 repeats the substance of 
this statement, alleging the withdrawal of Great and Little Preen, 
from the Greater Hundred-C!ourt to Castle Hdgate, as the act of 
Earl Eichard, King of Almagne.* It seems too that the Knights 
Templars, the existing Lords of Holgate, still withheld the said 
suit from Condover Hundred. 

In 1291, Pope NichoUu^i Tcucation gives the Prior of Wenlock's 
Temporalities at Preone as £%. Zs. 44. : viz., from two carucates of 
land, £2} from aimual rents and from a Mill, £5 ; from labour- 
dues, 5«. ; perquisites of Court, 68, ; from hay, 10«. ; and frx)m a 
Dove-cote, 3». 4d. The profits on moveable Stock (viz. two Cows 
and three Sows) are further set down as 68, 9d,^^ It would seem, 
from one expression in this statement, that the Cell was presided 
over by an Officer called the Prior of Preone. The same Officer is 
called merely Cu8to8 in an Inquisition which I shall now set forth, 
and which eJbiows more of the real state of this Cell of Wenlock 
than any other document. A Writ of King Edward I, dated 
April 6, 1301, informs the Escheator-citra-Tient that " Henry 
Prior of Wenlock has presented his fellow-monk, Brother Roger of 
Little Hereford, to the custody of the Cell of Prene, vacant by 
the resignation of Brother Bichard de Wystanstowe, late Custos 
thereof: — ^that such presentment had been made to the King, as 
Guardian of the Infant heir of Philip Burnel, inasmuch as the 
Prior's Predecessors had always been wont to present the Custodes 
of Preen to the Lords of Holgate.^^ The King, before he admits 
the Presentee, or restores to him the temporalities of Preen, wishes 
for &rther information as to the estate possessed in the aforesaid 

7 Asnxesy 40 Ueii. lU, m. 11. I ' Bot Hundred. II, 91. 

« Auites, ibidem. I ^^ Pope Nick. Taxatum, p. 16^ 
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Cell by the ancestors of the heir of Holgate. An Inquest held at 
Preen on April 2S, 1801^ found that the Cell was held of the Lord 
of Holgate ; — ^that^ in cases of vacancy^ the said Lord had custody 
thereof^ till the Prior^ whose right it was to provide a Custos^ 
had presented such Custos to the said Lord ; — that then the Pre- 
sentee was accustomed to receive the temporalities at the hands of 
the said Lord ; — ^that the Lords of Holgate had no Airther estate in 
the said Cell than this custody, seeing that the Cell was held of 
them in free, pure, and perpetual almoign?^ 

In 1316, the Record called Nomina ViUarvm gives the Prior of 
Wenlock as Lord of PieoneJ^ 

I must here close my account of the Wenlock Cell at Church 
Preen, for those later Monastic Records^ which I usually refer to, 
when speaking of the possessions of Wenlock Priory, do not make 
any distinct mention of Preen. It was involved^ I presume^ among 
those forinsec, or outlying, estates, whose revenues are usually given 
in gross on these Bent-Rolls. 

Of Undertenants here, the following probably belonged to the 
Wenlock Pee. At the Assizes of 1256, Henry son of Thomas fite 
Hamon failed to prove his claim to a messuage and half vii^te in 
Prene against the Prior of Wenlock, for the Prior had only demised 
the premises to his Father for life.^^ 

In 1270-1 Hugh de Wlonkeslowe has a Writ of novel disseizin, 
against John le Dispenser of Prene and his wife Edith^ concerning 
a tenement in Prene.^* In Trinity Term 1283 a Pine was levied 
whereby Hugh de Leye and Alice his wife (Deforciants) surrender 
to Henry fitz Philip of Chircheprene, a third part of half a virgate 
in Chircheprene, which was of the dower of Alice, but of the in- 
heritance of Henry. A sore sparrow-hawk stands as the consider- 
ation in this Fine. 

On June 11, 1296, Richard le Scot of Ckirprene grants to 
Reginald de Wystanstowe and Johanna his wife 1^ acres in the 
fields of Chirprene for 20^. paid^ and reserving a penny rent to 
the Lord of the Fee. Witnesses, — ^William de Brome, Hugh his 
son, Henry fitz Philip of Prene, William Pentame and Henry de 
Prene, Clerk.^* 

Presn Church. — There cannot be a doubt that the Parish of 
Church Preen was originally involved in that of Cardington, in 
which Holt Preen still remains. The severance of this district 

" InqmaUiont, 29 Edward I, No. 103. " Anites, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 11. 

^ ParliatMntary WriU, lY, 898. ^* C^aHer at Apley Put. 
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from Cardington Parish^ and the foimdatioii of a Church or Cha- 
pel^ in conjunction with their Cell^ are of course to be attributed 
to the Monks of Wenlock. The Hereford Registers mention no 
Incumbents of Preen^ but the Visitation-Book of Bishop Westfaling 
in 1587 names a Curate here^ and speaks of the Church as '^ an- 
nexed to that of Cardington/^ This was no doubt a faithful 
restoration of its original state. The Livings though now inde- 
pendent of Cardiiigton^ is only a Perpetual Curacy. 

HOLT PREEN, LITTLE PSEEH, OB PKEEN GIBBOS. 

Oodebald^ the Domesday Tenant^ under Helgot^ of a hide in 
Preen^ was a Priest. I have already adverted to some particulars 
of his position^^^ and shown that his successor in ecclesiastical pre- 
ferment was^ after his son Robert^ that very Richard de Belmeis 
of whom I was just now speaking.^^ Who Godebald's temporal 
heir may have been is another question^ and one quite proper to 
the present occasion. However I must be content with stating 
that his successors at Preen were the representatives of that £unily 
of Girros which we have seen to be so largely enfeoffed in the 
Barony of Holgate. I have no other reason for thinking that De 
Girros was Godebald's temporal heir. A rent-charge which was 
set upon Holt Preen for the benefit of St. MichaePs Chapel in 
Shrewsbury Castle we shall hear more of presently. It is an ex- 
traordinary circumstance. Perhaps Godebald^ Earl Roger's friend 
and adviser^ was Incumbent of St. Michael's^ and thus chaiged his 
temporal estate for the benefit of his successors in that Chap- 
laincy. 

In 1194^ the Escheat-Roll> which I have so often quoted as 
furnishing the income of Robert de Girros^s estates^ includes a 
sum of 16^.^ being half a year's ferm of his estate at Prene. A 
second half-year's /<?rf» of 16^. is acknowledged by the Escheator 
in the Roll of 1195. 

r 

Robert de Girros " the second/' as I have usually called him, 
made a grant in Preen to Haughmond Abbey^ a grant which I 
will not venture to date more nearly than between 1215 and 1235. 
It was of aU the land which Adam de Gyros held of the Grantor 
in Prune, with the services of the said Adam and his heirs, viz. 
\78. per annum. The Grant reserves to Adam all his rights as 
Tenant, and reserves to the Grantor all those easements in the Bosc 

w Vol. I, pp. 109, 111 ; II, p* 201. | " Supra, p. 221. 
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of Prune, which he retained when he^ enfeoffed the said Adam. 
The Canons are also to pay out of the said rent 5^. yearly at 
Michaelmas to the Chapel of St. Michael in Shrewsbury Castle, 
in lieu of all services falling on the Grantor or his heirs. For this 
concession, the Canons gave Robert de Gyros i613. Witnesses, — 
John le Strange, Roger de Say, Vivian de Roshale, William fitz 
Alan,^^ William Chaplain, Robert de Staunton, Robert Palmer, 
William Palmer, and Roger de Gyros.^® I will presently speak 
more particularly of the interest thus acquired by Haughmond 
Abbey in Holt-Preen. 

In a Fine of Easter Term 1232 we have the first indication of 
the Knights Templars getting a footing in Holt Preen. — Peter 
Cementarins and Matilda his wife (Impedients) acknowledge and 
warrant their gift of a carucate in Holprene to Brother Robert, 
Master of the Templars in En^and (Plaintiff by his Attorney Ralph 
fitz William). The Master and his successors were to hold the 
premises of the chief lords of the fee for ever. For this Fine the 
Master gave 5 merks. 

The Survey of Shropshire Forests, taken in 1235, draws a dear 
distinction between Great and Little Preen. " Item, — the Bosc of 
Prene was viewed ; — well-kept in respect of underwood ; but there is 
little oak timber therein, and it pertains to the Prior of Wenlock's 
Liberty. Item, — the Bosc of Prene Girros was viewed ; — much 
fifkllen of old, by reason of the liberties (of the forest),^' but 
reasonably well kept (now) in respect of oak-trees and underwood. 
In the aforesaid Boscs there be few Beasts, except such as pass 
backwards and forwards.^^ 

Another Tenant of Robert de Girros in Holt Preen was Henry dc 
Girros. The first I find of him is in 1247, when he appears as a Juror 
in a Wenlock Inquest. The Hundred-Roll of 1255 makes Little 
Prune to be one hide (its Domesday measurement) ; but it seems 
that the Wenlock Monks, here called " the Monks of Prune," had 
added a third of Little Prune to their other estate at Great Preen. 
The remaining two thirds are said to be held by Henry Girrhos 
(one of the Jurors who made the Report) . The Manor paid neither 
stretward nor motfee, nor did it any suit (to County or Hundred).*^ 
Here we must understand the Seigneury of William Mauduit to 
have been still existent, if not some mesne interest also of Robert 


^ Of Dnyton, I preeome. Vide supra, 
pp. 35, 36, 37. 
» Harleian MSS. Number 446. Qu»- 


tem. xii, fo. 6. 

*• Vide supra, Vol. Ill, p. 215, note 6. 
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de Girros's Coheirs. The Tenant interest of the Templars is 

alluded to in another part of the same Hundred-Boll^ where it 

is said that " the Templars of Lidley hold 20 acres (of forest) at 

Parva Prona and have destroyed the whole covert^ which is in the 
Forest."2i 

At the Assizes of 1256 we have Alice de Prene giving half a 
merk for leave to compound her suit of dower with the Master of 
the Templars.^* 

At the Forest Assizes of 1262 Henry de Girros was amerced 5*. 
for vert. Soon after this, as " Henry le Gyros/' he sells and con- 
firms to Roger Sprenghose of Longenolre all the tenements which 
he had in Holt-prene, with all homages, services, and appurtenances. 
Witnesses, — Sir John le Strange, Sir Grifi^ son of Wenonewin, 
Sir John le Strange Junior, Hamo his brother.^ At the Assizes 
of 1267, Petronilla, widow of Martin de Flesse (Plaish), sued Re- 
ginald de Plesse and Juliana de Prene for disseizing her of a mes- 
suage and 7 acres in Holtprene ; but it was proved that Martin de 
Plesse, in his lifetime, had sold the Premises to William, brother 
of Juliana, and that the said William had given them to Juliana. 
On the forfeiture of the Templars in 1308 the Seigneury of Holt 
Preen seems to have remained with the estate of Edward Bumell, 
as Lord of Holgate. At all events the Feodary drawn up on Edward 
BumelFs death in 1316 gives Holt Prene as a member of Holgate.^ 
It is clear however that the principal tenant-interest went, like other 
estates of the Templars, to the Knights Hospitallers.^^ The latter 
Order was in 1338 receiving the following income from Prene : — 
From a messuage and garden, 3«. ; 100 acres of land, 50^. ; com- 
mon pasture, 20«. ; 6 acres of meadow, 6». ; assized rents, 47«. 11^.; 
pleas and perquisites of Courts (including probably a Court at Long 
Stanton), 20«.^ The Total of £7. 6«. lid. was chargeable with 


n Rot. Hundred. II, 62, 63. 

® Anizes, 40 Henry III, m. 14 dorto. 

^ HaughmoDd Chartulary: lU. Preene. 

The testiiig clame of thifl Deed has its 
historical and genealogical bearings. Grif- 
fin ap Wenhunwin, Prince of Powis, was 
Son-in-law of the elder John le Strange. 
The probable relationship of the Grantee 
to all the Witnesses I hare already sug- 
gested. These three Stranges and Griffin 
ap Wenhunwin occur in a cotemporary 
document, yiz. as summoned to Ludlow, 
to oppose Lewellyn, by a Writ of Janu- 


ary 13, 1263 (Hist. Shrewsbury, I, 126). 
In the subsequent convulsions of the 
Bealm, the elder John le Strange, his son 
Hamo, and Eoger Sprenghose held fiut 
by the Grown, Ghriffin and the younger 
John le Strange sided with Montfort. 
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stipends paid to a Bailiff and other officers^ and also with a pen- 
sion to Haughmond Abbey, which I will now account for. — 

Haughmond Pee. — Adam de Girros, or his heirs, seem to have 
conveyed their estate at Holt Preen to the Templars of Lydley, 
who accordingly remained liable for the 178. rent, due from the said 
Adam to Haughmond Abbey. On the forfeiture of the Templars in 
1308, the Abbot was prevented from receiving his rent. He com- 
plained to the King, — Edward II, I think. A Writ of the King, 
addressed to the Barons of the Exchequer, recites the above par- 
ticulars as to 17s. rent, due from the Templars to the Abbot, and 
orders that justice be done to the latter. Another Writ, which, if 
Edward IFs, was expedited on June 18, 1309, orders John le Strange, 
as Gustos of the Templars^ lands in Shropshire, to pay the Abbot 
17s. annual rent out of the escheated tenements in Holt-prene, 
with a year's arrears thereof. In 1338 a Pension was still paid to 
Haughmond Abbey by the Knights Hospitallers for the Templar 
estate at Prene ; but it had been reduced, by composition, to 16s. 


3Bel$b)artrine. 


''The same Helgot holds Belleurdine. Edmund held it (in Saxon 
times) and was a free man. Here is half a hide, geldable. The 
(arable) land is (enough) for 2 ox-teams. In demesne there is half 
a team, and (there are) one Serf and two Boors with half a team. 
The Manor (in King Edward's time) was worth 10s. {per annum) . 
Now it is worth 4*."^ 

The Lords of Castle Holgate retained the Seigneury of Belswar- 
dine during most of the period with which I am concerned. De 
Girros had apparently a mesne interest here, as in many other 
Holgate Manors. The first whom I can name, as probably Tenant- 
in-Fee here, was Roger Welcume. The years 1160 and 1180 are 
proximately the limits of certain Deeds of Humbald Prior of Wen- 
lock, Gervase Paganell of Dudley, and Robert Prior of Wenlock, 
which I have already set forth, and which are attested by Roger 
Welcume.* My reason for thinking that he was of Belswardine is that 

* Ihmetdayy to. 268, b, 1. | • Vols. Ill, pp. 236, 296 ; IV, p. 42. 
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in the Forest-Boll of 1180 he is called '' Roger Welcome in Bodles- 
wnrth/' He was then assessed 12^. for an mbladement of one acre 
of forest land. 

The next Lord of Belswardine was that William de Belswar- 
dine whom I have shown to have been a Coparcener in Act(m 
Pigott at the close of the twelfth^ and the beginning of the 
thirteenth^ century. As WiUiam de BeddkswortK he a{q)ears as 
a Recognizor or Juror on the Assize-Boll of 1201. In 1204 
William de Belleswrde fines one merk '^to have a Pr^cq^e at 
Westminster^ concerning 4 virgates of land^ with their appurte- 
nances in Belleswrth^ against William de Bassecherche/'^ This 
suit probably concerned the whole Manor; and, as I have said under 
Acton Figot, William de Belswardine^s suceessor both there and at 
Belswardine was William de Baschurch. At the Assizes of 1221, 
Walter fitz Boheis, in right of his wife Matilda, alleged to be heir 
of her Mother, Christiana fitz Ralph, claimed three-quarters of a 
virgate in Blidewurthin against William de Baschirche. The Jury 
found that Christiana died in the time of Henry II, and not of 
Richard I, as the Plaintifis asserted. The Plaintiflfe were therefore 
nonsuited, but they were excused any amercement, on account of 
poverty.* Somewhat later than this, as I think, William de Basse- 
chirche is foimd attesting a grant to Buildwas Abbey, which I shall 
give under Leighton. On October 28, 1227, I find that Robert de 
Clifton was Lord of this Manor, in right of his wife Amelina ; but 
how she inherited it I cannot say. A Fine of that date gives Thomas 
fitz William as claiming the Manor of Bedleswurth against the said 
Robert and Amelina under an assize of mort d'ancestre. For a sum 
of 10^. he renounces his claim, in favour of the said Tenants and the 
heirs of Amelina. 

On the day following, another fine was levied between Robert de 
Clifton and Amilia his wife. Plaintiffs, and Swanilda de Becleswrth, 
Deforciant, concerning the customs and service which the Plaintifis 
required from the Deforciant for a tenement held by her under them 
in Becleswrth. The suit thus terminated was one of Grand Assize. 
The Plaintiffs had required the Defendant to provide one horseman 
in the King's Army-of- Wales at her own cost, whilst she asserted 
that the Plaintiff were bound to find the horse, and she only to 
find the rider. The Plaintifis, for themselves and the heirs of 
Amilia, now renounce their claim, whilst the Defendant agrees to 
pay an annual rent of 6rf. for the half virgate which she held under 

s Rot. Pip. 6 John, Salop. | ^ Asnzea^ 6 Hen. m, m. 6. 
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the Flaintifi on tbe day when this Fine was levied. In Easter 
Term 1234^ Robert de Clifton was one of the Jurors (and I think 
Knights) who appeared at Westminster in the Suit of Ktz Warin 
versus De Burwardsley^ already noticed. In 1235 the Surveyors of 
the Shropshire Forests reported "the Boscs of BeUeswurthin and 
Sheinton to be weU kept as regarded oak-trees and underwood.'^ 
Both Manors^ it will be remembered^ were within the jurisdiction of 
Shirlot Forest. The Feodaries of 1240 are at variance about the 
tenure of Bedlesworth. Two Bolls give it as half a fee or a whole 
fee^ held by Robert de Clifton under Hugh de Eilpec ; a third is 
more correct in calling it half a fee held under Thomas Mauduit.^ 
I find Robert Clifton sitting on a Wenlock Jury in 1247^ on a Lud- 
low Inquest in 1252^ and on an undated Inquest at Worfield^ which 
probably came between the two. In 1255 he had been succeeded 
by his son Richard^ who is set down on the Condover Hundred- 
Roll as holding Beclesworthin^ of the fee of Sir Robert de Oirros, 
for half a hide of land (the Domesday estimate). The Manor paid 
4d. per annum for stretward and motfee^ and did smt to both County 
and Hundred.^ The Seigneury of Mauduit is here omitted ; but of 
course it existed. 

At the Assizes of January 1256^ Richard de Harley was attached 
to answer Richard son of Robert de Clyfton^ for a trespass. He 
had entered the wood of the Plaintiff in Beldetnorth, had beaten his 
men^ and carried off timber^ contrary to the peace. Harley denied 
the injury and violence^ and alleged that the wood in question was 
Ins own. The Sheriff was ordered to make a perambulation between 
the estates of the Litigants^ which was done. The boundaries de- 
termined upon are not given ; but four knights who were present are 
named. They were Odo de Hodnet, Stephen de Buterlegh, Peter 
de Muneton^ and William de Leighton.^ The withdrawal of Be- 
dleswrthyn from the Great Hundred-Court of Condover^ as alleged 
at the Assizes of 1272^ has been noticed under Sheinton. The 
Himdred-Roll of 1274 alleges a withdrawal from both County and 
Hundred^ and charges it against Earl Richard^ that is^ the King of 
Almagne^ late Lord of Holgate. The Knights Templars^ who suc- 
ceeded Earl Richard in that Lordship^ still arrogated the suit of 
Belswardine to Castle Holgate.® 

Meantime Robert Bumell^ anticipating, no doubt^ his future ac- 
quisition of the Barony of Holgate^ was buying up some tenements 

» Testa de NevUl, pp. 48, 50, 46. I ' Meieee, 40 Hen. HI, m. 7. 
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in Belswardine. The Fines by which he eflfected his pnrchaaes 
passed on Noyember 18, 1272, at Salop. They are curious, as 
showing the technical forms adopted by this great Lawyer. 

1. Walter de Conede, Plaintiff, quit-claims to William le Fraun- 
ceys, Tenant, a messuage and bovate in Beddeswurth, which had 
been subject of a suit of Grand Assize, William now, at instance 
of Walter, concedes the premises to Robert Bumell and his heirs, 
for a sum of six merks ; — to be held of the Lords of the Fee. 

2. William le Fraunceys of Badeleswurthyn, Impedient, acknow- 
ledges himself to have given a moiety of \\ virgat6s in Badeles- 
wurthyn to Robert Bumell, Plaintiff, represented by Malculine de 
Harley ; — to hold to Bumell and his heirs, paying a rent of one rose 
to the Grantor, and performing all capital services. This Fine 
purports to be the conclusion of a suit of charter-warranty, and 
Bumel gives a Sore Sparrow-hawk, 

8. Walter de Conede, Plaintiff, quit-claims to Richard de Clyfton, 
Tenant, a half-virgate in Bedeleswurth, whereof was Suit-at-law. 
Richard, at the instance of Walter, concedes the same to Robert 
Bumell and his heirs, to hold of the chief lords of the fee. For this 
Biumell paid 4 merks to Walter de Conede. 

At the Assizes of 1292 the Jurors for Condover Hundred pre- 
sented that John de Le and Eva his wife held the Vill of Bedles- 
worthyn ; that it had been used to attend the Sheriff^ a-Touam, twice 
in a year, by its Provost and four men, till twenty years past. The 
said Suit was valued at \2d. per annum ; and, the said John and Eva 
not appearing, the Suit of Bedlesworthyn was declared to be tn manu 
Regis, as a thing taken in distress {nomine dtstridonis).^ 

I must here discontinue this subject for want of further evidences. 
I neither know who the above John de Le was, nor how he suc- 
ceeded to Belswardine, nor under whom he held the Manor. The 
Bmmel Inquisitions of the period immediately subsequent take no 
notice of any Seigneural or Tenant-right possessed by that family 
in this Manor. 


iftartep* 


" The same Helgot holds Harlege.^ Edric, Ulmar, Elmund, and 
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Edric held it (in Saxon times) ^ for four Manors^ and were free men. 
Here are mi hides, geldable. There is (arable) land for 4^ ox- 
teams. In demesne are 1^ teams; and iii Serfs, i Villain, and 
I Boor. Here is a Mill, and a Wood which will fatten 100 swine. 
In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 21«. {per annum). 
Now it is worth 408, He (Hdgot) fonnd it waste.*' 

That the heirs and successors of Helgot did not retain the Sei- 
gneury of all his Domesday estates, is a fact suggested by the history 
of Broseley,' but made quite certain by that of Harley. In short, 
we never hear of the Lord of Holgate as concerned at Harley, 
except in Domesday. The Manor was annexed, and probably by 
Henry I, to the Honour of Montgomery. As to the FeoflFees of 
this Manor, they were members of a family which took its name 
from the place, and which was seated here at least as early as the 
reign of Henry II. Much have Heralds and Grenealogists laboured 
to prove the antiquity of a name which good fortune and high 
desert have conspired to render illustrious ; but the ordinary anti- 
quity of a knightly family is all that belongs to the race of Harley. 
The Coronets of De Yere and of Mortimer, borne in later times by 
the representatives of this House, were achieved rather than inhe- 
rited. Its origin, comparatively humble, and as yet unexplored, 
shall now be our subject. 

The Register of Wenlock Priory contains a memorandum of cer- 
tain transactions between the Monks and two successive Lords of 
Harley. This document I quote as I find it,^ its grammatical in- 
accuracies not being detrimental to its meaning. 

Libertates pro tenentibus Sancte Milburge in Harley. 

Sciant presentes etfuturi quodEdwardus qui tunc temporis dominus 
fait de Harkid concessit et inperpetuam elemosynam dedit Deo et Ste 
Milburge de Wenloke et monachis ibidem Deo servieniibus pro animd 
patris sui et matris sue necnon uxoris sue et omnium parentum suorum 
assiamentum nemoris sui de Herleid sine vasto, et pascua nemoris sui 
pecoribus suis, ita tamen quod, pro hdc autem concessions et libertate 
habendd supradicti Loci monachi dederunt eidem Edwardo unam 
mansuram in Wenloke y liber am et quiet am. Sed,postquam Hemul/us, 
qui eidem Edwardo in fiereditate su^cessit^ recepit honor em ilium, orta 
est quedam dissensio inter ilium et monachos, unde monachi dederunt 
illi sexdecim solidos, tali pacto ut ipse in pace concederet eandem 

' Supra, Vol. n, p. 2. I s Wenlock Begister (at Willoy), fo. 6. 
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danacionem et eandem paetionem ; — quod et ipse fecit ^ nam concemt 
prefatam donacionem et helemosynam dcut diffinitum est, consensu 
uxoris sue et heredum suorum. 

It 1b evideat that the Monk who wrote this memonuidum had be- 
fore him two Deeds^ in one of which Edward^ Lord of Harley^ granted 
easements and pasture in Harley Wood to the Monks of Wenlock^ 
in exchange for a House in Wenlock. The other Deed was a con* 
cession of his predecessor's gift^ by Hemulf, Lord of Harley^ for an 
additional sum of 16^. paid by the Monks. 

Now the Sequel will show that this Edward and Hemulf^ how- 
ever related to each other^ were Lords of Harley at a period ante- 
cedent to any other Record. Probably the first half of the twelfth 
century was their era^ and they^ one or both of them^ were an- 
cestors of the Harleys. 

The next Lord of Harley whom I can name was Malooline de 
Harley. We have seen him attestii^ a Deed of Henry Prior of 
Wenlock, between 1176 and 1190.^ In 1180 the Justices of the 
Forest, visiting Shropshire, entered the following assessment on their 
Schedule of Imbladements : — In Herleid, de Malcolum pro 30 acris 
frumenti et 20 acris avene — 40 soL 

Again, in the year ending Michaelmas 1185, one Malcuiun had 
fined 100^. with Justices of the Forest for a new assart The money 
had been paid at once. On November 22, 1192, we have Mal- 
columb de Harlehe attesting a £Eunous Charter of Bishop Novant to 
Buildwas Abbey. In 1198 one Malculum accounted at the Ex- 
chequer as Deputy-Sheriff of Shropshire under William Fitz Alan. 
In Easter Term 1200, we have Maucolum de Herleia as a Jiu*or 
(and clearly a Knight), sitting on the Grand Assize which I have 
mentioned under Nordley Regis. At the Assizes of 1203 Maukolum 
de Harleg was a Juror in similar causes and was also a Surety for 
the amercement inflicted on Warner de Wililey, his neighbour at 
Kenley. At the Forest Assizes of March 1209, Maucoline de Har- 
legh was assessed 3^. &d. for an imbladement of 15 acres of oats, 
within Regard of the Long Forest. 

William de Haeley, the next who occurs of this name, was, I 
imagine. Lord of Harley ; but it is clear that he was not the son of 
Malcolumb. At the Assizes of 1221, Thomas de Lega withdrew a 
suit of novel disseizin which he had moved against William de Har- 
leg for a tenement in Harleg. His Sureties were Osbert and Hugh 
de Blakeway, and Roger Sprenghose.^ William de Harley^s success 

* Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 294. | ^ MHtet, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 1 dorso. 
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against Jobn de Harley in another suit has been told under Acton Bur- 
nell.* Also his occurrence as Surety for Gterin Bumell and William 
Corbet has been already noticed.^ At these same Assizes William de 
Harley occurs in another and more curious relation. As son and heir 
of Bobert Malherve he was called upon^ to warrant his Father's grant 
of a messuage in Wenlock, by one John fitz * * *, the Grantee, claim- 
ing to be his Tenant. He did so willingly {Ubenter) and was dis- 
missed sine die. It appears that his previous neglect to back his 
Tenant had enabled the Prior of Wenlock, as Seigneural Lord, to 
interfere with the Tenant's design of building on the said messuage, 
and to distrain the said Tenant's goods ; therefore the said Tenant 
sued him, to the end that ^^ he should acquit the said Tenant as 
regarded the Prior, since the said Tenant had rendered whatever was 
due to the said William de Harley/'^ Doubtless this messuage in 
Wenlock was the same with the mansura which a former Prior had 
given to Edward, Lord of Harley. Probably the latest occurrence of 
William de Harley belongs to the interval between 1226 and 1231, 
when he was one of the Feoffees-in-trust to whom Warner and 
Petronilla de Wililey conveyed their estates, as mentioned in a former 
Voliune.® 

The Genealogists make William de Harley to have been succeeded 
by a son Nicholas. Such a person has been mentioned already as 
having married Alice, daughter of Boger, son of Balph de Presthope.' 
I cannot question this statement on the ground of any apparent in- 
consistency of date ; but, as I hear nothing else of Nicholas de 
Harley, I am inclined to think that he was only a Cadet of his 
House. Certainly in 1240 the name of the Lord of Harley was 
Bichard. Bichard de Harle held a knight's-fee in Harle of the Fief 
of William de Cantilupe, who then had the Honour of Montgomery.^® 
In May 1247 Bichard de Harley and Adam de Harley were Jurors 
in an Inquest at Wenlock.^^ The same year Bichard de Harley and 
Hugh de Beckbury were amerced half a merk for not producing one 
whose sureties they were. In 1250 Bichard de Harley appears as- 
claimant of a great part, if not the whole, of the Manor of Neen 
Sollars.^^ His title, grounded probably on the marriage of some 
ancestor, does not appear to have been recognized. In Michaelmas 
Term 1253, he sat as Juror on an important Inquest touching the 
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right of Patronage of Haiigfamond Abbey. In 1255 the Condovcr 
Hundred-Roll registers Sir Richard de Harleg as holding Harleg 
for III hides, of the Fief late Sir William de Cantdo/s. He paid 
the proportionate sum of 28. for siretward and motfee, a proof that 
the Domesday hidage of the Manor had been reduced one-fourth* 
He also did suit to the Hundred.^^ One would suppose, from Richard 
de Harley^s style of Dominus in this entry, that he was a Knight. 
The next year however he was enrolled among those who held six 
Libratea of land and were not Knights. At the Assizes of 1256 he 
sat as a Juror for Condover Hundred. Within the next six years 
he died, being in office at the time as one of the Coroners of Shrop* 
shire.^* He was succeeded by Robert his son and heir, whose mar- 
riage with Alice, daughter of Roger de Pynelesdone, has been already 
set forth.^'^ Its date wiU have been about the time of Richard de 
Harle/s death. At the Forest Assizes in February 1262, Robert, 
son of Richard de Harley, stands among those who were assessed 
under Begard of the Long Forest. We have had Robert, Lord of 
Harley, as well as his Father-in-law Roger de Pevelesdone, attest- 
ing a Brockton deed of this period.^^ In Michaelmas Term, 1269, 
I find evidence on the Plea-RoUs, showing that Robert de Harley 
was dead, and that his son, being a Minor, had been committed to 
to the guardianship of Robert Bumell by Prince Edward. The 
latter, I presume, had an interest in the matt^ as being Custos of 
the infant heir of Cantilupe, who was Seigneural Lord of Harley. 
The evidence in question is as follows. — In the Term above stated 
Robert Bumell names an Attorney in a plea which he had coram 
Rege against William de Corf.^^ Later in the Term the suit was 
adjourned to Hilary Term 1270. It is expressed to be a suit against 
William de Corve, Henry de Pres of Wenlok, and WiUiam his 
brother, "who had entered upon the boac of Robert Bumell, in 
Harleye (which bosc he had in custody by commission of the Lord 
Edward) and who had cut down trees therein to the extent of iS40 
damages.^^ I catch another glimpse of this suit on the Roll of 
Easter Term, 1270. The Sheriff, Uryel de St. Pierre,^* had been 
ordered to have the bodies of William Corve and Henry Freest in 


^ Rot fftmdred. II, 62. Bichard de 
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Court on the Qmnzaine of Easter. He bad neglected to do so^ and 
had further orders to produce them on the octaves of the Holj 
Trinity. He was also amerced dElO (or two sums of j£10 each) for 
his previous default.^ The Inquest taken in December 1278^ on 
the death of G^rge de Cantilupe^ is in part missing. It seems to 
have mentioned Harley among the Manors pertaining to the Barony 
of Montgomery.*^ Accordingly, in Easter Term 1280 I find Milisent, 
widow of Eudo la Zuche (one of Geoi^e de Cantilupe's sisters and 
heirs), impleading Richard, son of Robert de Harley, for the service 
of a knightVfee in Harley.^* I conclude that the said Richard was 
now of age ; indeed we know that within the next three years he 
married Burga de Wililey, that great heiress whose estates thereafter 
contributed so much to the importance of this family. 

The Feodary of 1284 gives Richard de Harle as holding Harle 
for half a knighf s-fee under Milisent la Zouche. 

For the last ten years of Edward I^s reign the public offices and 
employments of Richard de Harley were numerous. As holding 
lands or rents of dE20. yearly value and upwards, he was summoned 
for military service in foreign parts, and to be at the Muster in 
London on July 7, 1297. In the same year he appears as an 
Assessor and Collector of Taxes in Shropshire and Gloucestershire. 
In 1299, 1300, 1301, 1306 he occurs as a Commissioner of array, 
a purveyor of provisions, or in other matters connected with the 
Kmg's forces. In 1300 he was a Justice of Oyer and Terminer. 
In the same year and also in 1305, 1306, and 1307 he sat in several 
Parliaments as Knight of the Shire of Salop. ^ As a Conmiissioner 
of array, a Conservator of the peace, a Justice for special purposes, 
or a Knight of the Shire, his name occurs in eighteen Writs of 
Edward II, between the years 1307 and 1316. He attended the 
Parliament of Lincoln which sat from January 27 to February 20, 
1316, and apparently died within the next month 3 for the Return 
to a King's Writ, of March 5 following, certifies Robert de Harley to 
be Lord of the ViUs of Kenley and Harley in the County of Salop, 
He was in like manner returned as one of the Lords of Aston, 
Herefordshire, and of Idbury and Foxcotefield in Oxfordshire ;** but 
these estates were not inherited like Harley. They came to Robert 
de Harley in right of his wife Margaret de Brompton. Of this 
marriage I have already given the particulars.^^ Suffice it to observe 
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that the importance of the family of Harley was so increaBcd 
thereby, as that its history and descent from that day to this are less 
matters of carious research than of large notoriety. The Record 
which I have already quoted gives evidence of the continued in- 
fluence possessed by Robert de Harley till the dose of Edward IPs 
reign. For subsequent events, I may safely refer to those Genea- 
logical Collections which cease to be untrustworthy as soon as they 
appeal to public Records and discard family traditions. 

Op Undertenants in Harley, I have but few to notice. We find 
Roger de Blakewey assessed at 20d. per annum in January 1250, in 
respect of 2 acres of forest-land ; and Robert de Blakeway amerced 
in 1259 for some trespass. Richard son of Sibil de Harleye occurs 
as a Juror for Condover Hundred at the Assizes of 1292. The 
Prior of Wenlock seems to have had some small landed interest in 
Harley besides a right of pasture. A portion too of the tithes was 
apparently his. Some allusious to these matters will recur under 
Wigwig. 

HARLEY CHURCH. 

This was, o^ course, originally a Chapel, subject perhaps to Cound. 
The Taxation of 1291 gives the Church of Harleye (in the Arch- 
deaconry and Deanery of Salop, and the Diocese of Lichfield) as 
worth £Z. 6«. 8e/. per annum?^ This is the earliest notice which 
we have of a Church which was probably founded more than a cen- 
tury before. In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth rated the Parish 
of Harleye at 80«. Great storms had destroyed the com crops, a 
murrain had prevailed among the sheep, the inhabitants were so 
poor as to be scarce able to till the ground ; also the glebe land and 
other income of the Church went to make up the Church-Tawation, 
but were not to be estimated in assessing the present tax.^^ In 
1534-5 the preferment of William Dyeson, Rector of Harley, was 
valued at £6, per annum, which sum was chargeable with 6s. Sd. for 
procurations, and is, 3d. for Synodals.^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS .» 

RicBABD DE Ktnsedeleye, Clerk, instituted March 24, 1301. 
Patron, — Sir Richard de Harley, Knight. 

* Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 244. I » Valor EceUHattumt^ III, 184. 
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Thomas db Lanobton^ Clerk^ instituted July 10^ 1805. Same 
Patron. He resigned in October 1312. 

John bb Leicbstbe^ acolyte^ instituted August 28^ 1313. Same 
Patron. This Hector died August 24, 1331. 

Henbt son of Richard de Harley, acolyte, admitted Sep- 
tember 8, 1331. Patron, — Sir Robert de Harley, Knight. This 
Rector has a license of non-residence, 8tv4endi gratid, on October 
31 following. On June 13, 1352, the Bishop issued a commission 
to inquire why Henry de Harley had held, for more than a year 
past, the two benefices of Berrington and Harley, and whether he 
had a dispensation.^ Henry de Harley died May 29, 1353. 

Sir John lb Panner, Priest, admitted June 9, 1353 (Patron, — 
Robert de Harley), died in 1368. 

William be Stafelford, Priest, admitted March 15, 1368 
(Patron, — Robert de Harley), resigned in 1403. 

Sir William be Contngton, Chaplain, was instituted July 10, 
1403, on presentation of John Daras and Johanna his wife. 


i^ptrlep ^t^. 


DoMESDAT notices this Manor as follows. — ^'Auti holds of the 
Earl, Litlega. He himself held it (in Saxon times), and was a free 
man. Here is one bide, geldable. The arable land is (sufficient) 
for II ox-teams. Here (those teams) are, with ii Redmans. Here 
is a wood which wiU fatten 30 Swine. The former value (of the 
Manor) was 10*. {per annum). Now it is worth Ss"^ 

A remarkable concurrence of circumstances assures us that in 
the Saxon Auti, Domesday Lord of Lydley and Lee Botwood, we 
have only a recurrent mention of Outi, that Saxon who, having 
been Lord of Quat in the Confessor's days, continued to hold it 
under Earl Roger in 1086. His forfeiture and the redistribution 
of his estates by King Henry I, are facts which I have ventured to 
assume in the case of Quat.' I may now seal that assumption by 
exhibiting cognate features in the history of Lydley. 

Lydley I suppose to have included the two townships of Botvyle 

^ Lichfield Begisten, A, fos. 18-b, 19, I ^ Domesday, fo. 259, b. 
66-b ; B, foB. 6-b, 209-b, 228. I ' Supra, VoL III, pp. 173-4. 
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and Comley, as veil as a third tovnship called Botley^ now lost ; 
and there can be little doubt that the whole, or a great part, of this 
Manor was granted by Henry I, either to the ootemporary Lord of 
Pulverbatcli or the cotemporary Lord of Holgate. Jn the latter 
case the Grantee will have been Herbert fitz Helgot, the very person 
to whom, with his brothers, King Henry I. has been supposed to 
have granted Outi's forfeited Manor of Quat. 

I have fixed the approximate period (1127-1138) during which 
Herbert de Castello, the son of Herbert fitz Helgot, must have sue* 
ceeded to the Barony of Holgate.' He married Emma, Lady of 
Pulverbatch; and sometime before the year 1185, Herbert de Gas* 
tello, either singly or with his wife Emma, granted Lydley to the 
Order of the Templars. 

I must now revert to a former question,^ and fix more nearly, if 
I can, the precise period at which the Knights of the Temple ob- 
tained a footing in Shropshire. — 

The earliest extant Pipe-Boll of Henry II, vis. that which be- 
longs to the year ending Michaelmas 1156, has the following entry, 
implying a charge of 1S$. 4(1, per annum on the Crown revenues of 
Shropshire, recently authorized by the King, and made payable, 
through the Sheriff, to the Kiiights Templars. — Et in Ekmogyrns 
noviier constitutis. — MiUtibu9 de Templo 1 marc* argenti} 

Now, this entry does not imply an actual settlement of the Tem- 
plars in Shropshire, though it did sometimes happen that a payment 
of '^ constituted alms'' was charged on a particular estate of the 
Crown, and was in substance a transfer of such estate, or the King's 
interest therein, to a Beligious body.^ Henry II. seems to have 
made a cotemporary and similar grant to the Templars, chargeable 
on the revenue of nearly every County or Shrievalty in the King- 
dom.7 This annual entry on the Shropshire Pipe-BoUs continues 
as long as the Order of Templars held estates in England ; but we 
must resort to other evidence, if we wish to fix the period of their 
first settlement in the County. The Pipe-Boll of 4 Henry II. 
(1158) contains a list of those, whose quota of a Donum, assessed 
upon the landholders of Shropshire, had been excused by the King. 
The Knights of the Temple stand excused 2«. 7d,^ In 1160 another 
Donum was levied in Shropshire, and the Knights were excused 
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2s, 6d, In 1162 they were excused their quota of the Danegeld 
then assessed in Shropshire ; but the sum excused (though appa- 
rently 5^. or upwards) is obliterated in the Record^ and we are thus 
deprived of important evidence as to the extent of their Shropshire 
estates. However^ the year 1158^ the earliest in which the Tem- 
plars are thus proved to have had lands in Shropshire^ is involved in 
that interval of 1156-1160 which I have already fixed upon as the 
pmod when they got Cardington, Enchmarsh^ and half Chatwall^ 
from the first William fitz Alan. Now^ as the Templars fixed their 
Shropshire House at Lydley, and not at Cardiugton^ it is reasonable 
to suppose that they acquired Lydley at least as early as Car- 
dington. Probably^ then^ the years 1156 and 1160 will mark the 
period of all their Shropshire acquisitions. 

In 1 185^ Pkas of the Forest were held in Shropshire ; and Botefeld 
and Lidlega (entered as Fills qfthe Templars) were amerced 6«. Sd. 
for a Mill^ and for neglecting the ewpeditation of dogs. This 
amercement was paid in 1188; for the Templars had not as yet 
obtained those franchises which^ at a later period^ exempted their 
estates firom such matters of forest jurisdiction. 

The Record of the Templars^ possessions drawn up in the year 
1185 has been already quoted under Cardington.' It says that 
the Knights had " a carucate of land at Lidlegee by gift of Sir 
Herbert de Castle-Holegot and confirmation of the Lord King 
(Heniy II.). This estate was held by the Brethren in demesne, 
except 16^ acres, thirteen of which were held by Richard de Lid- 
legee at a rent of 26d., and the remainder by his brother William, at 
a rent of 13^.^' At Botlegee (a place now lost) the Knights had 
2 virgates of land^ " by gift of the aforesaid Herbert, and by con- 
firmation of the aforesaid King. This estate was divided into 
half-virgates^ and leased at 6s. each half-virgate. Johu, Herbert, 
and William held half a virgate each ; Edric and Herbert half a 
viigate between them ; an odd acre and half was rented by Edric 
Porcher for &d» Another part of this Record certifies that the MiU 
of Lidlegee was held by the Knights in demesne; another, that they 
held the land of Botefeld (now Botvyle) in demesne. Certain cus- 
toms were common to the Templars' Tenants at Cardington, Ench- 
marsh, Chatwall^ Botley, Linlegee (read Lidley)^ and other vills 
unnamed. They held their lands at the specified rents, quit of all 
customs, saving to the Knights such rights as their other Vassals 
rendered in case of a death, which rights however did not extend 

• Suprm VoL IV, p. 123. 
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to any charitable bequests of the dying person. The Seigneural 
rights in question were then a third part of the chattels of the de- 
ceased^ after his debts had been paid^ another third remaining to 
his widow, and another to his children.^^ 

The sum total of the Templars^ money-receipts in Shropshire was 
£10. Ss. 4^. 

In 1190 1 find the Justices of the Forest setting an amercement 
of half a merk on the Knights Templars' vill of Botfeld, in re- 
spect o{Knew mill erected there, which was held to be hpourpresttare; 
but the amercement was cancelled, and the Knights are entered 
on the Boll as gtdt, because of the franchises secured to them by 
Royal Charter. 

Under Qatacre, and under Great Lyth and Pulverbatch, I have 
spoken of Walter de Upton or Walter fitz John, also of his son 
variously called WilUam fitz Walter, William de Lyth, and William 
de Upton. This William fitz Walter appears as claiming half a 
hide in Botesfeld against the Master of the Templars and undar 
writ of mort d'ancesireP^ He so appears on April 23, 1200, a 
period at which we know that his father, Walter fitz John, was 
living. It is therefore dear that he claimed in right of a deceased 
mother, or of some ancestor of a deceased mother. I shall have 
other occasion for showing that Bichildis, the mother of William, 
was an heiress, and was actually deceased at this period, also that, 
as her heir, and in another instance, William fitz Walter disputed 
his own Father's title to certain estates elsewhere. I must now 
quote from the Bolls the steps taken in the Suit between William 
fitz Walter and the Templars. 

April 23, 1200. '' The Assize of mort ^Pancestre between William 
fitz Walter, Plaintifi^, and the Master of the Knights of the Temple, 
concerning half a hide of land in Botesfeld, is put in respite till 
the morrow of the Holy Trinity (June 5, 1200) ; because the Master 
in person exhibits (to the Court) a Charter concerning that land, 
which Charter testifies that Herbert de Castellis and Emma his wife 
gave that land to the Temple; because also (as the Master ex- 
plained) the Grantors and their heirs were bound to warrant the 
said land, but the said land was now in the King's hand, together 
with other lands of the said Herbert and Emma, and there was 
litigation among the heirs (of the said Herbert and Emma), and 


^^ Sedvojure quod aUi hominet faeiunt 
ad chUum stmrn, nisi ilia qtUB caritativ^ 
faoere voluermt. Jua iUvd in obUu est 


teroia part de eatelUt in omnihiUy post 
dehitis redditis ; secunda pars uxori^ et 
iereia pueris, " MoL Cur.Jteff.^ II, 205, 
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80 the Master was at present ignorant as to whom he could call 
to warranty of the Charter aforesaid." ^^ 

June 5^ 1200. ^^ A day (in one month of Michaelmas) is given 
to William fitz Walter and the Master of the Templars, to hear 
sentence concerning half a hide in Bradeford " (read Botfeld) }^ 

Here the BoUs fail to give succeeding steps; but on October 18, 
1201, the Quinzaine of St. Martin (Nov. 25) is given to the same 
parties^ concerning half a hide in Boteafeld}^ Again on — 

November 25, 1201, a day in three weeks of Hilary (t.e. Feb. 8, 
1202) is given to the same parties, and meanwhile an Inquisition 
was to ascertain whether John de Kilpec held his lands heredi* 
tarily, or in the way of custody, and as intrusted to him by the 
King.i* 

Here we lose all sight of this interesting Suit, which, had it 
been more fully preserved, might have told us how the Kilpecs were 
heirs of Emma de Pulverbatch, and how Mauduit was the heir of 
Herbert de Castello. 

The fragments which I have quoted leave another material point 
in doubt. Did Herbert de Castello grant Lydley and Botvyle to 
the Templars out of his own Barony, or out of that of his wife ? 
The latter appears most probable j for Emma de Pulverbatch's con- 
sent to any grant of her husband in his own Bfarouy can only 
have been necessary to bar her own dower, a matter which in the 
year 1200 would have been irrelevant, seeing that she was dead. 
Again, John de Kilpec's status could hardly have been a point in 
the above suit, unless Botvyle had been of the Fief of Pulverbatch. 
And again, analogy leads us to expect that a claim by William fitz 
Walter would be rather in the Barony of Pulverbatch than in that 
of Holgate. All these considerations compel me to recur to a 
former doubt, and to repeat that they materially afiect the question 
whether Auti's Manor of Lydley, etc., was not rather granted by 
Henry I. to the coteraporary Lord of Pulverbatch than to the cotem- 
porary Lord of Holgate. 

To continue our main subject. The Templars clearly remained 
in undisturbed possession of Botvyle. In Hilary Term 1243, Gre- 
gory de Botefeud^^ essoigns himself in a Suit concerning customs 
and service due from him to the Master of the Templars.^^ 


" Rot CwruB Regis, II. 205. 
» PlaeUa^ Trinity Term, 2 John, m. 
\^dorto, 
^ PlacUcky Mioh. 8 John, m. 6 dorso. 


^* Ibidem, m. 15 dorso. 
" Vide supra, Vol. V. p. 124, for ano- 
ther notice of Q-regorj de Botfield. 

»« Essoigns, nil. Tm. 27 Hen. III., m. 6. 
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In 1255 the Condover Hundred-Roll tells ns how the Templare 
of Lidley were holding Lidleg, Gnmble (Comlcy), and Bottefelt ; 
how they paid neither stretward nor motfee, nor did any snit (to 
Comity or Hundred). ^^ 

In 1267 we have William de Bottefeld amerced for some trespassJ^ 
At the Assizes of 1272 we hdar how certain malefactors^ not yet 
identified^ had burglariously entered the house of William son of 
Robert de Bottefeld^ had wounded the said William^ murdered his 
son Henry, and plundered his house. The Vills of Bottefeld^ 
Lydeley, Le Botwood, and Frene were in misericordid for not 
making due Inquest in the matter.^^ 

Meantime, that is about the year 1263, the Prseceptor of Lidley 
had obtained from Richatd Plantagenet, King of the Romans, a 
demise of the Honour of Castle Holgate with all its rights and 
appurtenances.^ This tenure, as I have before explained, expired 
before 1284, and the Prseceptory of Lydley is seldom mentioned 
in pubUc Records of a later date. In 1308 it was of course abo- 
lished, together with all other English Houses of the Order. The 
Knights Hospitallers, succeeding to the Templars, seem to have held 
the Manor of Lydley for a season. The lands and tenements in 
Lidleie and Leie, which we have seen*^ GriflSn de la Pole surrendering 
to Fulk le Strange in 1312, were certain portions of Lydley and 
Lee Botwood which had been held by the Lords of Longnor, first 
under the Templars, and then under the Hospitallers. The Feodary 
of March 1316 gives the Earl of Arundel as Lord of Lidleye,"^ and 
it is probable that he had obtained the Seigneury together with that 
of Cardington.^ However, the principle on which the Earl obtained 
the two must have been difierent, for he was the heir of the ori- 
ginal Donor of Cardington; but, whether it were the Baron of 
Holgate or of Pulverbatch who first gave Lydley to the Templars, 
the Earl was the heir of neither. I suppose the matter was one 
of arrangement with the Hospitallers ; in fact a Deed, some years 
later, though it does not give us the terms of the original trans- 
action between the Hospitallers and the Earl, ratifies the surren- 
der of both Lydley and Cardington. The Deed bears date at London 


17 Rot, Hundred, n. 63. 
w Mot. Pipe, 51 Hen. III., Salop. 
» jMizes, 66 Hen. III., m. 29. 
« Rot. jffundred. II. 108. 
Another statement already given (Vol. 
lY, p. 67) would imply that the Templars 


had Castle Holgate as early as 1256 ; but 
that rather was the date when the King of 
the Bomans got it from William Mauduit. 

2^ Supra, p. 63. 

« Parliamentary WriU, IV. 3d8. 

a Compare VoL V. pp. 124^ 125. 
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on October 29, 18 Edward II. (1324). Thereby Brother Thomas 
Larchier, English Prior of the Hospitallers of St. John of Jeru- 
salem, and the other Brethren of that Order remit and quit-claim 
to the Noble Sir Edmund, Earl of Arundel, and his heirs, all their 
right and claim in the Manors of Lydelee and Cardyngton, which 
formerly belonged to the Templars, saving however to the Order 
the Church of Cardington, with the site of the B;ectory and all 
other appurtenances thereof, of which Church the Templars had 
had impropriate possession. The Deed further remits to the Earl 
the Manors of Weston and Keteby in the Isle of Axiholm (Lin- 
colnshire), saving however the Advowson of Asthorp, in the same 
Isle, to the Order. The Deed was sealed in duplicate, and inter- 
changed. The copy fiK>m which I quote bears the seal of the Prior 
of the Hospitallers.^ 

Another Deed by the same Earl Edmund bears date at Clun, 
and passed in Edward II.^s reign, though the precise year is illegible. 
It is a Lease by the Earl, to four Lessees, of all his demesnes, 
meadows, and pastures in the Manor of Lidley, at a rent of £6., 
and at a further rent per head for certain live-stock which the Earl 
had on the premises.^^ 

The Survey of the Hospitallers' Estates in England, drawn up 
in 1338, includes Lydleye cum membris among those Manors of the 
Templars which " the Hospitallers had not recovered.''^ It was 
occupied by the Earl of Arundel, and its annual value of 100 
merks indicates that the item was inclusive of Cardington and 
its members. 


Brooms 


This place figures in Domesday as a distinct but small Manor, 
three-fourths of which were held in demesne by the Palatine Earl. 
— "Earl Roger holds Brame. Turstin and Austin held it (in 
Saxon times). Here is half a hide, geldable. The (arable) land is 
(sufficient) for ii ox-teams. Of this land Bainald has half a vir- 
gate.'' 1 


^ Charter at Longnor. An Engraving 
of this Seal is among the Illustrations. 
^ Charter at Longnor. 


^ The HotpitaUers in England (Cam- 
den Society, 1857), p. 213. 
' Domeadoff, fo. 259, b. 
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I fortify my identification of this Manor with Broome by ob- 
serving that two Saxons named Austin had been Lords of Car- 
dington.^ 

Broome is still a township in the Parish of Cardington, and pre- 
serves one feature of its Domesday status. It still remains in Con- 
dover Hundred^ in which Cardington itself neither is nor eVer was. 
I suppose that Rainald^ above mentioned^ was Bainald the SheriJBT; 
but his Successors^ the Fitz Alans, do not seem to have retained any 
interest in Broome. Possibly their half-virgate here was too in- 
significant a tenement to be kept distinct from Cardington^ and went 
to the Templars together with that Manor. But of the residue of 
Broome we never hear as a distinct Manor, whereas we should ex- 
pect to find an estate of Boyal demesne to correspond with Earl 
Roger's Domesday tenement. I can only conjecture that the land 
in question became absorbed by the Forest, or was annexed to some 
adjacent Manor by one of those antient but unrecorded transfers 
which we have a right to assume when we find that a Domesday 
Manor has ceased to exist independently. 

In July 1280 we have William de Brome attending a Lythwood 
Inquest, and in 1295 attending the Inquest on Philip Burners death. 
In 1296 the same William, with Hugh, his son, attests a Deed 
already given under Church Preen. Whose Tenants these persons 
were does not transpire. If we knew that, we should p^bably know 
by what Manor Broome had been absorbed in the twelfth or thir- 
teenth century. 


^Ltt Botbooti. 


This Manor, like Lydley, was held by Auti at Domesday under 
the Norman Earl. — " The same Auti holds Botewde. He himself 
also held it (in Saxon times), and was free. Here is half a hide, 
geldable. The (arable) land is (enough) for one ox-team. Here 
that team is, with ii radmans. The Manor was and is worth 5*. 
(per annum) /'^ 

It would appear that, on Auti's forfeiture or removal, Lee Bot- 
wood was not, like Lydley and Quat, granted to other Feoffees, but 

2 Vide supra, Vol. V. p. 122. | * Domesdojf, fo. 269, b, 1. 


L££ BOTWOOD. 


245 


was annexed to the Palatine or 'R^jsi. Manor of Condover. Con- 
dover reached the hands of Henry II. with this appendage. The 
following Deed passed either between the years 1163 and 1166^ or 
else in 1170.« 

Henricus Rex Anglic et Dux Normannie et Aquitanie et Comes 
Audegavie Episcopo Cestrie et ommlms fidelibus suis de Salopesbir, 
etc. Sciatis me concessisse et dedisse Canonicis de Haghmon duos 
landas in Bottewode et terram in eddemforestd qtLe vacatur Becche* 
cota cum pasturis que ad eas pertinent quas Bleiherus monachus 
tenuit. Testibua Gaufrido Archidiacono Cantuar^, Ricardo de Cam* 
via? 

We learn from this, that Botwood, while it had been in the 
demesne of the Crown^ had been depopulated and reduced to the 
condition of a Forest^ but that Bletherus, a hermit^ had been allowed 
to dwell there. Two lands, or barren tracts in this district^ together 
with some pasture, were now bestowed by Henry II. on Haughmond 
Abbey. Bechcote^ which was added to the gift^ must not be con- 
sidered as a part of Botwood, but as another tract of Forest-land 
which had never been manorially settled. 

Pope Alexander III., confirming the acquisitions of Haughmond 
Abbey on May 14, 1172, includes the following. — Ex dono Regis 
Henrici Secundi, Legam inforestd de Bottewde et Bechecote.^ Here 
we have the origin of the modem name Lee Botwood, which, written 
at length, should be Lee in Botwood, 

Henry II. was at Nottingham at Christmas 1179, and, being there, 
expedited another Charter to Haughmond Abbey, which was attested 
by Geoffrey, Bishop Elect of Lincoln,* and G^oflfrey de Luci. This 
Charter gives and confirms half a hide of land in Lega apud Bottewde 
(that is, I presume, the whole Domesday Manor), and also 15 acres 
of assart towards Alwardeshed, for convenience of transit, or cut 
passagium, as the Deed expresses it. 

At this time there was at Lee Botwood either an Oratory (a 
vestige of the previous hermitage) ^or else a Chapel, founded by the 
Canons of Haughmond as soon as they entered on the estate. At 
Bechcote too there was an Oratory or Chapel ; and it would seem 
that some third Charter of Henry II. insured these ecclesiastical 


' For proof of this date see Archaolo- 
yical Journal^ Vol. XIII. p. 152. 

' Haughmond ChartulaTj, Tit, Loe Bot- 
wode. 

< narleian MS. 2868, fo. 11. 


^ Geoffirey PlaDtagenet,iisaa]Iy account- 
ed as the King's second son bj Rosamond 
Clifford. The said Geoffrey was elected 
Bishop of Lincoln in 1173, and renounced 
his election in January 1182. 
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foundations to Hanghmond Abbey. There are two Charters of Bishop 
Biohard Peche which bear upon this subject^ and both must have 
passed before 1182~3> when that Prelate resigned his See. One of 
these Charters confirms to Haughmond the " Chapels of L^^ and 
Bechecote/' as given by King Henry II., and allows the Canons to 
place Chaplains in these and other Churches of their patronage^ and 
to appropriate any residuary endowment.^ But it appears that 
both Bechcote and Lee Botwood were parochially within the ju-> 
risdiction of the Church of St. Andrew of Condover. Bishop 
Peche's second Charter on the subject alleges therefore the con- 
sents of the Archdeacon of Salop and of all the Portioners of the 
Church of Conedovre, and then appropriates to Haughmond the 
Chapel of Lega in Bottewode^ and (the Chapel) of Bechecote^ with 
all tithes to them pertaining. "And let the said Chapels/' con- 
tinues the Bishop, " be served as (they are served) now, by one 
Canon of Haghmon, or by one Secular Chaplain, removable at the 
will of the Abbot, and who shall receive the Cure finom the Abbot's 
hand so long as he shall there remain. And in the said Chapel of 
Lega let there be for ever a Baptistery and a right of Sepulture.^ 
And let the same Abbot pay annual procurations thereon to the 
cotemporary Archdeacon of Salop. Witnesses, — Roger, Archdeacon 
of Salop; William Dean;® Bartholomew, John, and Thomas, Por- 
tioners of Conethere; B. Sprenshose.'' 

I shall now quote a Record of another sort, viz. a Boll of Shrop^ 
shire Tenures, drawn up about the year 1211, and which purports 
to be a list of such persons as were then holding lands of Boyal 
demesne. " The Abbot of Hageman," says the Becord, " holds 
half a hide of land in Lega de Botteumd, which was a member of 
the King's Manor of Oundour (read Cundovre), by gift of King 
Henry father of King John, in perpetual almoign, and it (the 
estate) is of assart" (that is, it had been taken out of the Forest). 
'^ The same Abbot," continues the Becord, '^ holds Bachecot by 
gift of the same King, which also was an assart taken from the same 
Manor (of Condover) ."• 

Henry III.'s confirmation to Haughmond Abbey bears date, 

B Probably of the Rural Deanery of 
Shrewsbury. The Dean of Lichfield, dor- 


* HajrleLoa MSS. 8868, fo. 9. 

7 These were the great tokens of pa- 
rochial independence, — the things of 
which the Mother Churches of that age 
were most tenacious. Once allowed, as 
in the present instance, and all claim of 
subjection yanished. 


ing part of Bishop Feche's Episcopacy, 
was named William; but he, I presume, 
would haye taken precedence of any Arch- 
deacon. 
' Testa de NeviU, p. 66. 
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at Portsmouth, August 1, 1253. It confirms the Vitt of Lega in 
Bottewode with all its appurtenances^ as &r as the bridge called 
"The Quakinggebrugge/' with the Chapel and Tithe of the said 
Fitf; also all Bechecote, from the road called Havedwey to the 
place called Gh)seford^ with the tithes and Oratory of the same 
FiU ; also pasture on Long Munede (The Long Mynd), for all the 
Canons' cattle, and the cattle of their men and Tenants. 

The CondoTcr Hundred-Boll of 1255 says that ''The Lord 
Abbot of Haghmon holds (land) in Leybotwood^ estimated at half 
a hide, and held in capite of the King. The Abbot paid neither 
siretward nor motfee for this Manor; but he attended the two 
great Hundred-Courts, or Sheriff' s-Toums. The Jurors knew not 
his Warranty for doing no other SuU}^ The same Abbot held 
Bechoot in capite of the King. It was not hidaged (probably as 
having been Forest-land) ; nor did it pay stretward or motfeey nor 
did it render any suit (to County or Hundred) .'' 

In the year 1273 the Canons of Haughmend and the Templars 
of Lydley were at issue about their respective rights of common in 
the Woods adjacent to Lee Botwood ; but, before I set forth their 
i^reement, I must premise that the Forest of Botwood, as distinct 
firom the Yill or Manor of Lee Botwood, was still in the Royal De- 
mesne, except so far as it had been allotted or leased to any Grantees 
of the Crown. As early as the year 1199 the Templars of Lydley 
had assarted 40 acres in this Forest. Hence King John^s Charter of 
July 16, 1199, gives the Order a fiill quittance in respect of this 
and other assarts.^^ The Knights were, in short, exempted &om all 
questions of wcLste and regard in respect of these encroachments 
on the Forest. A Charter of King Henry III., dated February 10, 
1227^ renews these Franchises of the Templars, in respect of 40 acres 
of assart at Botewd, and other assarts in England and Wales.^^ 

The composition before alluded to, between Guy de Foresta, 
Master of the English Templars, and Alan, Abbot of Haghmon, 
bears date December 11, 1273, and agrees, with respect to their 
disputes concerning common pasture in the Woods of Bottewode, 
as follows : — The Abbot concedes to the Master and the Brethren 
at Lidley common pasture in the aforesaid Wood for the swine and 
cattle of themselves and their men of Lidley ; but in the pesson 
season, that is between Michaelmas and Martinmas, the beasts of 
neither party were to enter the Bosc of the other. Also the Abbot 
allows that the Master, etc., may fish in the Abbot's rivulet of 

» Bat, Hundred. II. 62. | " ' " Sot. Chart. 1 John and 11 Hen. III. 
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Ree. In return the Master and Brethren concede to the Abbot 
similar rights of pasture in the Templars' Wood of Bottwode, and 
they remit to the Abbot all obligation to do suit at Long Stanton 
for three nokea which he held in that VUl; but the Abbot's Tenants 
there were still to do Suit. This agreement was tested by Roger 
Sprenghose^ John de Esthope^ Richard de Eton^ William Marscote^ 
and William Champneis ; also by Brother Richard Lovel, then Prae- 
ceptor of Lidley ; John Lai^e^ Brother Serjeant-at-Arms to the 
Master ;^^ and Brother Geoffrey de Bocles. 

In 1291 the Abbot of Haghmon's receipts from the estates now 
mainly under notice were as follows : — ^At Legh in Bottewode, — 
from a carucate of land^ 10«. ; from assized rents^ IO9. 4d, ; ftom a 
millj 3^. ; from one meadow^ 28. 6d, At Bechoote^ — fi^m a carucate of 
land^ 10^.; from assized rents there and at Pykelescote^ 68. 5d. ; from 
profits of stock on all three estates, £1. 8«. 8rf. Total £3. 10«. llrf.^* 

The Roll of 1316, called the Nomina Vittarum, enters the Abbot 
of Haghmon as Lord of Bechecote and of Leye, in CJondover 
Hundred. On April 27, 1320, King Edward II. granted to the 
Abbot of Haghemon a Charter for a weekly market on Thursdays 
at* Lega in Botewode ; also of Free- Warren there and at several 
other places, of which I may here mention Becheeote, Wilderley, 
and the Long Mynde.^** 

On September 21, 1340, the Abbot of Haghmon demises to 
John de WettenhuU, Rector of Stretton, a parcel of waste in the 
fields of Le Botwood, at a rent of 3^. 

On May 3, 1372, the Abbot of Haughmond demises to Edward 
de Acton and Elianore his wife, for their lives, and at a rent of 
20^., the Grange of Crees in his Fee of Lebotwode, and a parcel of 
wood called Crees Park.^* 

On January 11, 1400, the Abbot demises the Manor of Lebot- 
wood to Thomas son of Thomas de Lee, for Ufe, at a rent of 5 merks.^^ 

On November 25, 1458, the Abbot demises land in Le Botwood 
to John Sonkey.^® 

The Falor of 1535-6 gives the Abbot of Haghmond's assized 
rents in Lye Botwode as £18. 18*. 8rf.^* Out of this income the 


^ Johanne Lar^e tunc fraJtre serviente 
Moffiairi. 

Tho grade of Servietu or JEsquire was 
common to the three great Military Orders 
of that period. It is fully explained in 
the Introduction to The Ho^pitallera in 
JEngland^ pp. Iziii, Ixiy. 


" Fope Nich. Taxation, p. 260. 

" jRot. Chart. 13 Edw. II., No. 5. 

** Chartulary, Tit Cresse. Elianor, 
wife of Edward de Acton, was one of the 
Coheiresses of Longnor. 

17 • 18 Chartulary, Tit. Leebofcwode*. 

" Valor Ecclesiasticug, in. l^Z-3. 
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Abbot is said to pay 2s, yearly to the Lord of Stratton (Church 
Stretton) for the Manor of Lye Botwood. This chief-rent I take 
to have been rather chargeable on Lands added to the Manor 
than on the Manor itself. 

The Ministers' Accounts of 1541-2 contain the following Assets 
of the dissolved Monastery of Haughmond,^ which I will endeavour 
to classify^ with a view to future reference. 

£. s. 
Libottwood. Rent of a messuage 10 

Bents of Tenants at will. ... 5 19 

Diverse Ferms 12 


£ s. d. 


Bechoote. 



d, 



8 U8 19 8i 


\ 


3 19 10 


6 16 


8 


4 3 3 


Bents of Tenants at will .... 

Ferm of a messuage and land 

Ferm of the Chapel 

Pikelesoote and Wilderley. — Assized Bents 
Pikelesoote. Bents of Tenants at will .... 

A messuage and land 

Wilderley. Bents of Tenants at will .... 

Ferm of a messuage and land 

Appruamentum (other profits) 
Cothercote. Bents of Tenants at will .... 

Land 

Ferm of a messuage 15 

Ferm of three capital messuages 13 

Ferm of cottages, etc 1 8 

Lee Botwood Chapel. — That which I have already said, as to 
the complete appropriation and subjection of this Chapel to Haugh- 
mond Abbey, forbids us to expect farther Becords of its existence. 
Alexander, Bishop of Coventry, between 1224 and 1238, confirmed 
the appropriation of his Predecessor. Pope Nicholases Taxation in 
1291 does not name the Chapel j but in 1341 the Chapelry was as- 
sessed to the Ninth as a distinct Parish. The Assessors rated it at 
£\, 6«. %d,, adding that the small-tithea, hay-tithes, and oblations 
were worth one merk, and that many Tenants had thrown up their 
holdings under stress of poverty .^^ The Chapel is not mentioned in 
the Valor of Henry VIII., nor in the previous Diocesan Begisters. 

Beatchcott Chapel. — Of this Chapel not a vestige remains, 
nor have I any further notice thereof than what has been already 
stated. 

* Monatticon^ VI, pp. 113, 114. | ^ Inquis, Nonarum, p. 191. 
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Domesday notices this Manor as follows. — '' Edmund holds 
Smerecote of the Earl^ and Eldred holds it of him (Edmund) . He 
himself (Edmmid^ I presume) held it (in Saxon times). Here is 
one hide^ geldable. There is (arable) land for iii ox-teams. Here 
are ii Badmans and i Boor with one team. The wood will fatten 
50 swine. The Manor was and is worth 4«. {per aimum)"^ 

Eldred^ Edmund's Tenant at Smethcott, was perhaps the same 
with Eldred recorded in Domesday as Earl Roger's immediate 
tenant at Actune (now Acton Scott) .^ As to Edmund^ I cannot 
help considering him as identical with Elmund, a Saxon who is 
mentioned elsewhere in Domesday as the father of Alward, and as 
living at the time of the Survey. Of Alward, or Elward^ I have 
spoken under Condover and Stapleton, and said that^ while all his 
Domesday Manors were probably forfeited^ most of them were 
annexed by Henry I. to the Honour of Montgomery. Smethcott, 
forfeited by what Saxon or Saxons soever^ was undoubtedly thus 
bestowed ; and in the following account we must uniformly under- 
stand that the cotemporary Lord of Montgomery was the Lord 
Paramount of Smethcott. 

Towards the close of the twelfth century the Lords of Mont- 
gomery had a Feoffee at Smethcott, whose Christian name, William, 
is alone preserved. This William left three daughters and coheirs, 
Christiana, Matilda, and Margery. In October 1203 these Co- 
heiresses, being the wives respectively of Jphn le Poer, Richard de 
Linley, and Baldwin fitz Robert, were claiming the Manor of Rag- 
don, as I have already stated.^ Their suit does not appear to have 
been successftd. At the same time two of them seem to have been 
at issue with one another about Smethcott; for the Assize-RoU of 
the year in question notices how Richard de Linleg and Matilda his 
wife, having a suit of disseizin against John le Poer and Christiana 
his wife, for a tenement in Smethcot, had withdrawn the same, and 
were in misericordid together with their Sureties.^ 


> lkfme9da/gy fo. 259, b, 1. 

> Ibid., fo. 259, b, 2. 

» Supra, Vol. V, p. 118. 
^ AMtizet, 5 John, m. 4 dorso. The 
Sureties were Thomas de Etingeham and 


Boger de Pulrebeoh. Compare p. 201 
(supra), where Boger de Puhrebech and 
Bichard de Linley occur in a oonverse 
position. It was pirobably Bichard de 
Linley*s tenancy at Pulyerbatoh that in* 
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Ficklesoott was a member of Smethoott, of which I must here- 
after take diatinct notice. The Haughmand Chartulary preserves a 
Deed whidi paaaed aomewhat later than the above transactions^ 
seeing that Christiana appears therein with a second hnsband^ Philip 
de Hul^a. The said Philip and Christiana join with Richard de 
Idnleg and Us wife MatUda^ and with Baldwin fita Robert and his 
wife Margery^ in granting half Pykelescote to Robert fitz Madoc, 
for his homage^ and for 60s. padd^ and for some other consideration^ 
not to me intelligible.' The same Chartulary supplies us with a still 
later Deed, whidi we may safely date as between 1217 and 1227, 
and which exhibits the Coheiress, Christiana, with a third husband, 
and the coheiress, Matilda, as deceased. Thereby Baldwin de Smeth- 
cote, son of Robert, with his (Baldwin's) wife Margaret, Sir Richard 
de Idnleg, late husband of Matildis de Smethcote, and Sir Stephen 
de Fatinton with Christiana his wife guit^claim to Haughmon 
Abbey all disputed wood between Lega (Lee Botwood) and Smeth- 
cote. Witnesses, — John fitz Alan, John le Strange, Vivian de Roa- 
sale, Philip de Stapelton, and Robert de Qirros.^ 

I wiU now foUow the lines of the three Coheiresses of Smethoott 
separately, till I arrive at such documents as will again exhibit them 
jointly. Their interests in other places, such as Aldon and Acton 
Scott, will give some occasional help in this investigation. 

1. Chbistiana's successor I take to have been Roger le Poer, 
who occurs as a Coparcener at Aldon in 1240.^ If so, he was, with 
equal probability, the son of her first husband, John le Poer. Sub- 
sequent representatives of this branch are called Pichard, but I can- 
not fix their affinity with Le Poer. Roger Pichard, living in 1253 
and 1255, had an alleged interest in Acton Scott, but not in Aldon. 

2. Matilda, wife of Richard de Linley, had, apparently by him, 
a son Richard ; and the said son had a daughter and sole heir. 
Richard son of Richard de Linley, with Alice his daughter, quit" 
claimed their right to a part of Pykdescote, as I shall show here- 
after. I think that this Alice became the wife of Thomas Purcel, 
who occurs on a Smethcott Inquest in April 1253, and who in 1255 
was a Coparcener in Aldon, Acton Scott, and Smethcott. 

3. Maegeky was the wife of Baldwin fitz Robert ; and the said 
Baldwin succeeded his father in a tenure^in-capite at Chirbury. 
His descent is therefore easily made out. He took the name of 
Smethcott firom his wife's inheritance, and, as Baldwin de Smethcott, 

troduoed him to this neighbourhood. t * Ibid., TU. Lee Botwode. 

• ChartttlMy, TU, Pykdeaoote. | ' Supra, Vol. V. p. 27. 
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occurs once or twice as a Witness of local Deeds. Dying about 
September 1233^ he was succeeded at Chirbury by bis son Roger; 
but Margery his wife, surviving him, continued to hold her share of 
Smethcott. The years 1245 and 1255 will probably be the limits 
of a Deed, whereby Margery widow of Baldwin de Smethcote 
granted to the Abbot of Haghmon and his men of Le Botwood a 
right of common in all her lands at Smethcote. Witnesses, — Sir 
Roger Sprenchehose, John de Stepulton, Richard Anglicus, Philip 
Bumel. In October 1252 we have Margery de Smethcott claiming 
the Advowson of Acton (Acton Scott) against Roger Pichard, and 
other persons, unnamed in the Patent which I quote. Besides her 
son Roger, Margery seems to have had a son Stephen, who suc- 
ceeded her at Aldon and Acton Scott, and was a Coparcener there 
in 1255. A Patent of January 7, 1256, pardons Stephen son of 
Baldwin de Smethcott for his entertainment of William de Ragdon, 
an outlaw. Roger de Smethcott died about April 1253, leaving a 
son and heir, Philip, aged 23 years, and who succeeded at once to 
his Father's estates on the Border. Before the year 1255 the said 
Philip had apparently succeeded his Grandmother at Smethcott. 

The above three statements will now explain the following return 
on the Condover Hundred-Roll of 1255. — 

" Roger Pichard, Thomas Porcel, and Philip de Smethecot hold 
Smethecot for half a hide of land, of the Lord Edward, the King's 
Son, (whose tenure is) in the name of custody of Sir William de 
Canteloy^s heir." The Manor paid 4rf. per annum for stretward 
and motfee, and did suit to both County and Hundred.® 

Here we should explain that the Infant heir of William de Can- 
tilupe, late Lord of Montgomery, was in ward to Prince Edward. 
The Domesday hidage of Smethcott was made up by Pidescote, 
reputed to be also half a hide; but the tenure of the two was. now 
totally distinct, as will appear in the sequel. I will now resume a 
distinctive account of each share in Smethcott. 

1. Roger Pichard of Smethcot was assessed in 1262 for an ira- 
bladement within Regard of the Long Forest. He still owed 18rf. 
on this account in 1267. Roger Pychard was reported by the 
Jurors of Condover Hundred as failing in attendance at the Assizes 
of 1272. Smethcote was one of the Manors which were enrolled as 
having been held of George de Cantilupe's Honour of Montgomery 
in the Inquest taken after his decease. I have an extract of a Deed, 
said to have passed in the time of Henry III., and which clearly 

■ Rot. Hundred. II. 62. 
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belongs either to the very close of his reign^ or the beginning of 
Edward I/s. Thereby Roger Prichord of Staimdon^ Knight, grants 
to Sir Hugh Bumel, Knight, his land in Smytycot, together with 
his share of the Advowson of the Church.* The Feodary of 1284 
names only two Coparceners in Smethcott, viz. Reginald le Escot 
and Hngh Bumell, holding the Manor of Matilda (read Milisent) 
la Zonch. On the death of Philip Bumel, son and heir of Sir Hugh, 
an Inquest, taken in July 1294, states that he held certain rents in 
Smethecote under Milisent la Zouch.^^ Also half Philip Burners 
Manor or estate of Smethcott was at the time of his death, as found 
by another Inquest, in the hands of those Luccan Merchants who 
had such a large lien on his property .^^ Again, on Edward Bur- 
neU's death in 1315, the Inquest states him to have held a third 
part of the Vill of Smethcote (including 48«. 3rf. rent) under Wil- 
liam la Zouche by one-twelfth part of a Knighf s-fee.^^ This share 
of Smethcott was annexed to the dower of Edward BurneFs widow, 
Alina, who accordingly appears in the Feodary of 1316 as Lady of 
Smethcot,^^ the names of the other Coparceners being omitted. 

2. After Thomas Purcel in 1 255, I find no instance of a Purcel 
holding in Smethcott, though John Purcel was in 1284 a Copar- 
cener both in Acton Scott and Aldon. After 1255, where we should 
expect a Parcel holding in Smethcott, we find a Scot j and yet it is 
dear that Scot was not PurceFs heir, for Reginald le Escot was in 
1284 not only a Coparcener in Smethcott, without a Purcel, but was, 
with Purcel, a Coparcener in Acton Scott. Also, in 1292, Reginald 
le Scot and his wife Isabel stood side by side with John Purcel as 
Coparceners in Aldon.^* 

To explain this I am unable. I can only therefore add what I 
know of the Scots as successors, but not heirs, of Purcel in a third 
share of Smethcott. 

On December 28, 1320, Walter, son of Reginald de Scottes- Acton, 
remits and quit-claims, to William son of Walter le Budel of 
Longenolre, all his right in a moiety of the Yivary called Froggepol 
in Smethecote, which Vivary lies below the Marshe and (below) the 
wood of the said vill. Witnesses, — Roger de Smethcote, Richard 


> Harl. MSS. 1982, fo. 51, b. Stanton 
was a large Manor in Ghrimswortli Hun- 
dred, Herefordshire, about 10 miles North- 
West of Hereford. The Piohards were 
tenants there and elsewhere in the Barony 
of Weobley^ during a great part at least 


of the thirteenth century. 

»> ' ^1 InquitUiont, 22 Edw. I., Nos. 46, c, 
and 159. 

^ InqtUsUions, 9 Edw. II., No. 67. 

« Parlicmentary Writs, IV., 398. 

" Supra, VoL V., pp. 28, 29. 


264 


SMETHCOTT. 


de Hegkton^ Roger de Burton^ Philip Godberd^ William le Chyd 
(Chyld) of Dudlebury.i^^ 

Walter le Scot^ of Acton Soott and Smethcott, was aucoeeded in 
both places by John le Soot^ whose name will appear presently 
among the Co-Patrons of Smethcott Church. 

8. Philip de Smethcott^ the third Coparcener of 1255^ was a Juror 
for Condover Hundred at the Assiaes of 1272^ and is found attesting 
a Longnor Deed of the same year. In Easter Term 1280 he appears 
as that Lord of Smetecote whom Milisent, widow of Eudo la Zouche, 
seems to have singled out for prosecution when she daimed the 
service of half a knight's-fee in Smethcott as a Coheiress of Canti* 
lupe.^^ This Suit was still unsettled in February 1283, when the 
Sheriff was ordered to compel the presence of Philip de Smethcott 
and other Cantilupe Tenants by distraint. In April 1283 Philip de 
Smethcot appears on a local Jury. He was succeeded by a son 
Roger j for I find Roger^ son of Philip de Smethoote, guU'Claiming to 
Haughmon Abbey a messuage and 1 1 acres in Cothercote. Witnesses, 
— Roger Sprencheose and Ranulph his brother, knights, Philip de 
Penniton and Reyner de Lee.^^ In April 1200, January 1292, and 
at the Assizes of the latter year, I find Roger de Smethcott on local 
or Hundredal Juries. As a witness of numerous Deeds he occurs 
from 1292 till December 1820. He left two sons, Philip and Wil- 
liam, as appears by the testing-clause of the following Deed, which 
I take to be an arrangement between two Undertenants in Smeth- 
cott. 

On December 16, 1328, it was thus agreed between Richard fita 
Walter and Thomas fitz William, both of Smethoote. Richard de- 
livers to Thomas for life a messuage and land in Smethcote which 
he, Richard, bought of Roger, son of Philip de Asthampton: — ^Thomas 
to pay 4tf. &d. rent to Richard, and to liquidate all dues to the King 
and to the Lords of the Pee. Witnesses, — Philip, son of Roger de 
Smethcote, William, his brother, Richard Tristram, Richard Faber 
of Smethcote, William de Bottefeld. 

It will further appear, under the Incumbents of Smethcott Church, 
that Roger de Smethcott left another son, Roger, a Clerk, also that 
a William de Smethcott was a jomt Lord of Smethcott in 1354 and 


^ Charter in poesesBion of Sidney 
Steadman Smith, Esq. The Seal of this 
Deed haa a rode impreesion of a Spread- 
Eagle. 

^ AbhreviaUo PlacUarumf p. 198. 


V Hanghmond Ghartnlaiy, TU. Codr 
aroote. — The Fowys Leger has a Deed 
whereby the same Boger quit-claims, for 
2 merks, to Haghmon Abbey, a messuage 
and a moor in Cotheroote, formerly held 
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1S93, also that Richard Tristram, jmt now named a& « witness, had 
some share in the Manor. 

PfCKLEscoTT. — ^I have ^oken of Robert fits Madoc as having 
been enfeoffed early in the 13th century in half Picklesoott, his 
Feoffors being the*Coparceners of Smethcott. Robert fits Madoc 
granted this moiety of Picklesoott to the ''White Monks of Pole/' 
as the Hanghmond Chartnlary expresses it, meaning the Cistercian 
Convent of Ystrat Marchel. The second Richard de Linley, with 
his daughter Alice, quit-claimed '^ to GoA and St. Mary and to all 
the Saints, and to the Abbot and Monks of Pole, all their right in 
that part of the whole vill of Pikelescote which Robert Madoc had 
given, and which was of the fee of Alice^s ancestors.'^ 

The Abbot and Convent of Strattmarkel gave this land to Thomas 
Corbet of Cans, in exchange for certain land in the Haye of Thomas 
Corbet above Cans. Thomas C(Nrbet, in turn, styling himself son of 
Robert Corbet, gave all his land of Pykelescot above m^itioned to 
the Abbot and Convent of Haghmon in exchange for land at Eddes- 
tan,^^ belonging to Haghmon Abbey. The Abbot gave 8 oxen and 
4 oows in addition, for cultivation of the land of Eddestan. This 
exchange, whereby the Abbot of Haughmond obtained half Pick- 
lesoott, was attested by John fits Alan, Vivian de Rossall, and 
Robert de Girros. From these names, and firom other circumstances, 
I know it to have been made between 1227 and 1285. 

About the same time, or at all events before 'the year 1281, Hoel 
de Pikelescote (probably an Undertenant in the other moiety of this 
ViU) gave a noke therein to Hanghmond. Witnesses, — John le 
Strange, Roger Sprenchose, and Philip de Stepulton. 

In 1255 Madoc de Pidescote was the Tenant-in-fee of that moiety 
or residue of this VUl which had not previously been obtained 
by Haghmon Abbey. The Condover Hundred-Roll says that ''the 
Abbot of Haghmon and Madoc de Pidescote hold Piclescote for 
half a hide, and pay 4J. per annum for stretward and motfee, and 
do suit to the Hundred.*' The Record adds that " they held of the 
Pee of Roger Sprenchose.'*^* Probably therefore the joint Lords 
of Smethcott had conveyed their mesne interest in Picklescott to 
Sprenghose of Longnor; or if such a complete conveyance was 
at that period technically improbable, they had granted the ser- 
vices of Haghmon Abbey and of Madoc de Pidescote to Spreng- 
hose, to hold of themselves at some nominal rent. Madoc de 

midBT the CSanons by Bichard Meylor. i now called Edderton, near Wentnor. 
" By Eddeftan I undentand the place \ » Hot. Hundred. II, 62. 
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Pidescot^ I should observe^ occurs on a local Jury in April 1253. 
At the Inquest of 1255 and at the Assizes of 1256^ he was a Juror 
for Condover Hundred. Again in April 1264 he was empanelled 
on a Langley Inquest. 

At the Assizes of 1272 the Condover Jury reported one Roger 
fitz Baldwin of Piclescote as failing in due attendance. He was 
possibly Madoc^s successor. 

From this point I confine myself exclusively to the Abbot of 
Haughmond's interests here. Between 1264 and 1281^ Walter Says 
quit-claims to Abbot Alan all right in that half-vii^te in Piclescote 
which Gunilda his Grandmother sometime held. Witnesses^ — 
Roger Sprenghose, William de Stepultone^ William Champneys 
of Dodintone. Also^ in the same interval^ Abbot Alan demises to 
Mabel^ widow of Nicholas de Fredesleg^ a noke in Piclescote^ for 
which she had sued him under writ of right. She is to pay 20d. 
rent, and to do suit of Court. Witnesses, — Richard Bumell, Lord 
of Langley, and William Marscote.*^ The Taxation of 1291 notices 
the Abbot of Haghmon's estate at Picklescote in conjunction with 
Lee Botwood. The particulars I have already given.*^ On March 
28, 1395, Ralph, Abbot of Highmon, leases to Roger Heighwey, 
his wife Joan, and their son William, two messuages and two nokes 
in Piclescote, reserving a rent of 6«. 6^. and suit of the Abbot's 
Court of Boveria. In 28 Hen. VI. (1444-5) Abbot Richard demises 
the same premises to Roger Highway, Katherine his wife, and 
William their son, at a rent of 6s. 8rf. The Valor of Henry VIIL, 
in giving the estates of Haughmon Abbey, must be taken to include 
Picklescote either under Lee Botwood or Boveria. The Ministers^ 
Accounts of 1541-2 are more distinctive^ but in some degree confuse 
the estates of Picklescott and Wilderley. Their estimate has been 
already given.» 

SMETHCOTT CHTJBCH. 

This Church must be taken to have been founded in the Parish 
of St. Andrew of Condover, and to have been originally a Chapel 
thereof. The Taxation of 1291 mentions neither Church nor 
Chapel here^ and yet it is clear that then, or soon after, some dis- 

^ All the Deeds quoted under Pick- 
lescott are from the Hauglunond Char- 
tulary. That Becord has two undated 


Deeds of less significance. — 

In one, John de Kuyton quit-claims to 
the Abbey 3 acres in Piclescote, Robert 


de Preston attesting. 

The other Deed names William Wil- 
coks as holding 2 messuages and 2 nokes 
under the Abbey, and one messuage under 
the Lords of Piclescote. 

« • 28 Supra, pp. 248, 249. 
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tinct Valuation was recognized for Smethcott Church ; for in 1341 
the AjBsessors of the Ninth rated the Parish in terms following.-—^ 
" The Assessors account £1. 138, 4J. for the Ninth of wheat, wool, and 
lamb, in Smethecot Parish, and not more, because many tenants 
there have thrown up their lands by reason of poverty, and because 
the Spiritualities, Oblations, Hay^tithes, and Small-^tithes go to make 
up the higher amount of the Taxation of the said Chapel, and are 
not contemplated in the aforesaid Levy of the Ntnth.''^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 places Smethoote in the Deanery of Salop, 
and the Diocese of Coventry and Lichfield. The income of William 
Yoppe, Rector thereof, was found to be £4. 13«. ^d., out of which 
he paid Ss. id. for Procurations, and Is. for Synodals.^ 

EARLY DTOUMBENTS. 

Sir Richard, Rector of Smythecote, died December 7, 1811. 

Roger, son of Roger de Smythecote, Acolyte, was admitted 
January 2, 1312, Sir Edward Bumell presenting. This Rector has 
licenses for non-residence dated January 1, 1314, and July 13, 1319, 
the first studendi gratid. He died August 5, 1338 ; and on Sep-» 
tember 4 following — 

Roger de Chelmondeswyk, Clerk, was admitted, Richard Tris<- 
trem and John de Scottes- Acton being Patrons, pro hdc vice, 

William de Chelmedewych'^ is stated to have resigned this 
Rectory in 1855 ; and on March 21, 1855, — 

Reginald de Tyculwardyn, Priest, was admitted, William de 
Smethecote being Patron pro hdc vice.^ On May 1, 1381, this 
Rector exchanges preferments with — 

James attb Venne, late Yicar of Bishop's Castle, but a re- 
exchange of June 15, 1392, replaces — 

Sir Reginald de Ticlewardyn at Smethcott. The Patrons 
of Smethcott in this instance were William Bronyngton, Lord of La 
Hurst, Isabella Ids wife, and Roger son of John de Scottes-acton, 
This Rector again resigned on January 8, 1398, and — 

Walter Smyth, Priest, was presented by William Smethcote, 
in his turn, as Patron.^ 


" InqniB, Nonantm, p. 191. 

^ Valor JEcoleriaatiotu, III, 183. 

* The Christian nftme is probably mia* 
taken, and Boff^r de Chehnedwyke, in- 
fttituted to Hope Bowdler (vide Vol. Y. 


p. 121), on March 14, 1355, was the 
Rector who resigned Smethcott. 

» Lichfield Registers, A, foe. 32, 66, 
69 ; B, fos. 215-b, 229-b. 
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This place is noticed in Domesday as follows. — 

"Hugh (fitz Turgis) holds Wildredelega of the Earl. Chetel 
held it (in Saxon times) and was free. Here are ii hides geldable. 
There is (arable) land for mi ox-teams. In demesne there is one 
team^ and there are iiii Serfs and iii Villains^ with one team. 
The wood here will fatten 100 Swine. In King Edward^s time the 
Manor was worth 30*. Now it is worth 20*. When he (Hugh 
fitz Turgis) received it, it was worth 10*.^'^ 

Of Hugh fitz Tui^is I have spoken imder Hope Bowdler, and 
said that his three Shropshire Manors were annexed to the Honour 
of Montgomery, as founded by Henry I.^ In the following narrative 
therefore, the Cotemporary Lords of Montgomery must imiformly 
be taken as Lords Paramount of Wilderley. 

I have omitted to notice under Hope Bowdler that in 1195 
Ivetta de Widerleg fined 5 merks that she might have judicial recog- 
nition concerning the viU of Hope with its appurtenances. Of this 
fine she paid all but i merk in the year ending Michaelmas 1203. 
Her suit therefore was a different one to that of Richard de Wilderly 
already traced to its conclusion under Hope Bowdler. Of Ivetta's 
suit I hear no more, nor yet of a suit of mort cPancestre, which Alan 
de Boulers had in October 1203 against Richard de Wildredeleg, 
and in which the latter had essoign? The said Richard was un- 
doubtedly in that year Lord, under the Barons of Montgomery, of 
Wilderley, Hope Bowdler, and, I may add, Cothercote. The enor- . 
mous outlay of 160 merks, by which he obtained this position, seems 
to have thrown him on his resources. In the year 1204 apparently, 
he sold Wilderley and Cothercote, for 126 merks, to Haughmond 
Abbey. By his Deed " Richard de Wildredelega gives the whole 
land of Wildurley and of Codercote, with all libeii;ie8 and appur- 
tenances, to the Canons, who are to pay a rent of half a merk for 
the same after a term of 27 years complete, from the year of the In- 
carnation 1204. For this grant the Canons gave 121 merks and a 
palfrey worth 5 merks. The transaction, which evidently passed in 
the Curid ComitatHs, was attested by William fitz Alan, John le 


> DomesdoAf, fo. 258, b, 2. 
' Supra, Vol. V. p. 114. 
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Strange, Hugh Pantulf, Robert Corbeth, Pouk fitz Waring, and 
Philip his brother, William de Ercall, Reginald de Tyme, and 
Richard de Scaeburie> 

Between the years 1207 and 1214 Richard de Wilderley's grant 
was not only allowed but increased by William de Ck>urtenay, then 
Lord of Montgomery, who released the Canons from all services due 
from Richard de Wildurley in respect of Wildurley and Codercote, 
except Scutage and reasonable relief. Witnesses, — Baldwin de 
Hodnet, Roger de Say. 

It was probably soon after the acquisition of this estate, that 
" Richard, Abbot of Haghmon, at request of Reyner Bishop of St. 
Asaph, demised in fee-farm to Ithel, son of the said Bishop's Aunt 
{matertera), for his homage, a virgatein Wildurley,'^ the said Bishop 
attesting the Deed. In 1226 Philip de Stapelton was found to have 
disseized the Abbot of Hageman of a tenement in Wyldridesle, viz. 
of 2 acres, bounded lengthways by the bosc of Wyldredesle " and on 
each side by Harmoc and Kmormiok, and £rom thence to the Abbotts 
Haye/' « 

The Quii'Clttims of Philip de Stapleton and his son Robert, al- 
ready recited under Stapleton, probably followed this decision and 
were in lieu of damages. 

I see no reason for questioning the apparent date (1231-5) for 
the Charter or Charters whereby Stephen de Hope, and the other 
heirs of Richard de Wilderley confirmed their Father's grant to 
Haghmon, Stephen de Hope further quit'Claiming the rent of half 
a merk which the Canons paid him for holding the said lands. 
Witnesses, — John fitz Alan, Robert de Girros, and Vivian de 
Ro6sall.<^ 

In 1255 the Condover Hundred-Roll states that the Abbot of 
Hagmon holds Wildridleg, for two hides of land, of the fee of 
Hope Bothelers. The Manor paid \^d, for stretward and motfee, 
and did smt (to County and Hundred) ? 

This holding of the Fee of Hope Bowdler is a significant expression, 
which on a former occasion I explained rather loosely.® It means 
that the service of one-fifth of a knight's-fee by which the Abbot 
of Haughmond held Wilderley was due immediately to the Lord 
of Hope Bowdler, and constituted so much of the whole fee by 
which the Lord of Hope Bowdler held under the Lord of Mont- 


* PowjB Ledger, fo. 102. Haughmond 
ObwrtulaJry, Tit, Wildurley. 

* Ahhreviatio PlaeUomm, p. 103. 


® Ledger and Chartulary (ut supra). 
7 MoL Hundred. II. 62. 
« Vol. V. pp. 116-7. 
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gomery. The passage which I quoted firom the Hanghmond Char- 
tulary was to show that the Canons were not immediate Tenants 
of Cantilupe^ and therefore that the Escheat of 1273^ on the death 
of Greorge de Cantihipe^ gave the Crown no advantage ov^ them. 

The TaxtUion of 1291 Values the Abbot of Haghmon's income 
firom Wyldrichleye at £1. 78. 104^., viz. aasized rents^ £1. 7s. 2ti4., 
and from a small meadow^ Sd,^ In the Nomina VUlarum of 1316 
the same Abbot is entered as Lord of BUderdeleyeP The Valor 
of Henry YIII. probably classifies the Haughmond receipts fipom 
Wilderley under Boveria or Le Botwood. The more distinct 
valuation of 1541-2 gives a total of £6. 16«. Od, as receivable by 
the late Monastery fi^m Wilderley and Pikelescote.^^ 

Of UNDBBtENANTs in Wilderley I should first take notice of 
the family of Champneys. The earliest dated notice which I have 
of '^ William de Champneis in Wylderle '^ (as he is styled) is as 
a Juror on a Smethcott Inquest in April 1253. He had also a 
tenement in Cotheroote which he gave to Haughmond Abbey. 
In one instance he attests a Haughmond Charter with Richard 
his son. In 1262^ he was assessed for an imbladement within 
Regard of the Long Forest. In October 1274> he and his son 
Roger were fellow-jurors on a Cans Inquest. On November 3^ 
1281^ a Fine was levied^ whereby William Champeneys (Impedient) 
acknowledges that he has given to John Champeneys (Plaintiff) 
2 messuages^ 14- vii^tes of land, and 5 acres of meadow in Wil-> 
derdeleye, to hold at a rent of 5 merks, payable to the said William 
for his life, the Qrantee performing all capital services. After the 
Grantor's death, John Champeneys^ who pays 12 merks for the 
grant, is to hold the premises, quit of the aforesaid rent, and 
paying instead a rent of one Rose to the Grantor's heirs. 

This Fine will have had the effect of disinheriting the Grantor's 
heir, whom I take to have been that Richard le Champeneys who^ 
in Hilary Term 1283, was sued by Odo de Hodnet for some tres-* 
pass.^' Meantime I find the Grantee in the above Fine styled 
John Champeneys of Wilderley, and sitting on a Lythwood Inquest 
in July 1280. He occupies a similar position in a Pulverbatch 
Inquest of August 1288, a Condover Inquest of October 1283, a 
Pontesbury Inquest of August 1286, a Pulley Inquest of April 1290 
(in which he is accompanied by Thomas Champeneys), a Pulver- 

9 

' Pope Nieh, Taxation, p. 163, b. ^^ Supra, p. 249. 


w Parliamentary Writs, IV. 898. 


^ PlaoUa, 11 £dw. I. m. 25 dorw. 
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batch Inquest of August 1295^ and a Little-Build was Inquest of 
December 18Q2. 

Adam fits Margaret^ another Tenant in Wilderley^ was assessed 
with Roger Provost of Wilderley for imblademenis within the Long 
Forest in 1262. He sat on a Caus Inquest in October 1274. As 
Adam de Wildredeleg he was Juror on a Lythwood Inquest in 
July 1280, and as Adam fitz Maigaret he sat on Inquests at Pul- 
▼erbatch and Condoverin August and October 1283. In succession 
to him we have William fitz Adam of Wilderley, a Juror in a 
Pontesbury Inquest of August 1286. The same person is called 
William Adams in a Pulley Inquest of April 1290, and as William 
fitz Adam of Wyndedele he was a Juror for Condover Hundred at 
the Assizes of 1292. 

A Patent of July 1272 appoints Justices to try an action which 
Koger son of Roger Walweyn had against Roger Walweyn, Roger le 
Harpur, and Alice his wife, concerning a Tenement in Wylderdeleg; 
but it is doubtful whether the place concerned was Wilderley.^* 

By a Deed without date, Henry de Broke gave all lands to 
Haughmoud Abbey which he held under the said Abbey in Wil- 
derley. Witness, — Thomas de Smethoote of Wrentnall. 

On May 16, 1324, Richard, Abbot of Haghmon, and John fitz 
William, exchange lands in Wilderly. On September 10, 1470, 
the Abbot of Haghmon demises to William Tomur, Margery his 
wife, and William their son, four messuages and a virgate in Wil- 
derley. At Michaelmas 1477, John, Abbot of Haghmon, leases 
for 61 years at a rent 16*. 8rf. to John Daires, Senior, of Wrent- 
nall, the lands which John Bowdler of Wilderly held for life. On 
October 28, 1478, the Abbot demises to Richard Baily of Wilderly, 
after the death of Roger Perkyns, two messuages and some land, 
at a rent of 12s. 6d,, for sixty years. 


€otitttott. 


At Domesday " Avenel held Cotardicote. Hunnic had been its 
Saxon owner. Here was half a hide. The (arable) land was enough 


^ A prerious Patent of May 1272 
describefl the Suit as one instituted by 
Boger fitz Soger against Roger Walweyn 


and others, concerning a Tenement in 
WUdreeope, which, if correct, would in- 
dicate Wilderhope. 
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for one ox-team. Here that team wb&, with ii Serfa, The Manor 
had been waste, but was then worth Ss. per annumJ'^ 

Of Hmiing and his interest in Condover Hundred I have said 
enough under Stapleton and elsewhere. Avenel^ the Domesday 
Lord of Cothercote^ held no other Shropshire Manor. His' interest 
seems to have lapsed to the Crown^ and the Manor to have been 
annexed by Henry I. to the Honour of Montgomery. Ihaveshown^ 
under Wilderley^ how Biichard de Wilderly, holding Cothercote 
imder the then Lord of Montgomery, granted the Manor in 1204 
to Haughmond Abbey. It is probable that, at the time of this 
grants Richard de Wilderly had a Feo£fee at Cothercote, who be- 
came of course a Tenant of the Abbey. The said Feoffee or Tenant, 
early in the thirteenth century^ was represented by o^e John de 
Cothercote, who was deceased in January 1243. This limits the 
date of a Deed whereby John de Cudardecote, with consent of 
Baldwyn his son and heir, grants to Thomas son of Roger de 
Byriton with Alice his daughter in frank marriage, all that land in 
the town and fields of Cudardecote which Roger the Smith held ; 
to hold to Thomas and his heirs under the Grantor and Ids heirs 
at a rent of l^d., the Grantee to be responsible iorforinsec services^ 
but quit of pannage and toll.^ 

In January 1243 a suit of dower, which Roger fitz Warin had 
against Wentlian, widow of John de Codardecot, is cancelled on the 
Plea-Roll, because the action would not lie ; that being, I conceive^ 
the meaning of the words nonjacet affixed to this entry.* 

Baldwin de Cothercote, succeeding to his father John, seems to 
have been involved in pecuniary difficulties. I give extracts &om 
seven Charters of his, importing as much. — 

1« Baldwin de Kodardescote, son of John de Kodardescot, grants 
to William Champeneys of Wylderley all those lands and meadows 
which the said William already held, for a term of 40 years ; — ^with 
pasture, housbote, etc., in Kodardescote ; — to hold at \d, rent. For 
this the Grantor, '* in great necessity," received 10 merks. 

2. Baldwin de Cothercote, with consent of his wife and heirs, 
grants to William son of Robert Champn^is of Dodinton, with 
Alice his daughter in frank marriage, a messuage and 9^ acres in 
Cothercote, at a penny rent. 

3. Baldwin de Cothercote grants to his son Roger, for 40«. paid 

^ Domesday y fo. 259t b, 1. cote) are my authorities far the Tarious 

^ The Powys Ledger (fos, 97-100) and Deeds quoted in this Chapter, 
the Haughmond Chartukry {TU. Codar- » PlacUa, Hil. Tm. 27 Hen. III., m.4. 
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him in great necessity, a place of land and a garden in Cothercote, 
17 acres in Cothercote field, and one-third of Broadmedow ; — at a 
rent of I4d. 

4. The same grants to the same, all that land which Gilbert Dean 
of Pontsbury then leased, with a garden and messuage. — Rent, a 
pair of white gloves, value one halfpenny. 

5. The same grants to the same, the whole half of his land, and a 
messuage which the Qrantee already had from him, in mortgage for 
1009.— Bent, 2s. 

6. The same grants to Haghmon Abbey two parcek of Brod- 
medewe, — between Gatelee and the Longe forlonge in the fields 
of Ck>theroote. Witnesses, — John Wallensis, William Champneiss, 
Richard his son. 

7. Baldwin Lord of Codarcote gives to Haghmon Abbey the 
whole Vill and Lordship {dominium) of Codarcote, with all its ap- 
purtenances, homages, rents, wardships, reliefs, etc. Witnesses, — 
P. de Smethcote, John sumamed Long of Pulrebeche, John Wal- 
lensis, Madoc de Pikelescot, Adam fitz Mai^^et. 

This Deed, which I account the latest of the series, probably 
passed about the year 1265 ; at least all the witnesses were living 
at that period. I now proceed to give a series of three Deeds, 
which may be said to have emanated from the two first of the above 
seven. — 

1. William son of Robert Champneis of Dodinton grants, for 43«., 
to Roger son of Baldwin de Cothercote a messuage and twelve acres 
in Cothercote, which the Grantor had with his wife. 

2. Roger son of Baldwin de Cothercote grants to William Champ- 
neys of Wilderley, for 43«., the same premises, those namely which 
he had bought of William son of Robert de Dodinton. — The Rent 
tobel^. 

3. William Champneys of Wildretheleg gives to Haghmon Abbey 
all the lands he had in Cothercote, as held by Mabel de Pole, by 
Wendlyan, and by Molod, with all houses, curtilages, and appur- 
tenances, and with three meadows, one under Renegeteshut, one up 
to the highway towards Clonne, and the third called Hardehesel 
Medow, Witnesses, — Roger Sprenghose, William Champneys of 
Dodinton. 

The above three Deeds probably passed between 1260 and 1281. 
I will now give a series of five Deeds, in which the children and the 
nephew of Baldwin de Cothercote appear surrendering their lands 
to Haghmon Abbey. — 
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1. Roger son of Baldwin de Cothercote gives to the Abbey one- 
third of Brodmedewe^ two-thirds of which his Father had before 
given to the said Abbey. Witnesses^ — Roger Sprengehose^ William 
de Stepnlton, Philip de Smethcote. 

2. John son of Baldwin de Cothercote quit'Claims to the Abbey 
certain lands in Cothercote^ bounded as follows : — From the House 
of Baldwin np by Midelhurstesbroc, Cranmersiche, and Craomers* 
wall; thence along the road to Boveria, and so to ^tanlawesbroc 
and Saltares-thom ; thence along the road to Overlidehet^ and so 
to Witenarlesich and Midelhurst ; — and all land within and without 
the said boundaries, except one virgate, which the Grantor already 
held under the Abbey in the FUl of Cothercote. Witness, — Robert 
de Stepulton. 

3. Roger son of Thomas de Byriton gives to the Abbey all his 
land in the Vitt and fields of Cothercote, which land John Lord of 
Cothercote gave to Thomas the Qrantor's Father in frank marriage 
with his (John^s) daughter Alice. Witnesses, — Sir Thomas de 
Roshalle, Sir Vivian his son, P. de Smethcote.^ 

4. Mai^ery de Codardecote quit-claims to Haghmon Abbey in 
pure-alms all her right in a tenement in Codardecote, which had 
been her brother Roger's. 

5. Sibil de Codardecote does the same in like terms. 

The above Deeds will be more intelligible as a whole, with the aid 
of the following Table. — 


^ Boger de Byriton. John de Cothmote. =^ Wenthlian. Beginald deDoirmgton 

I 

1 I I '• 

Thomas de 7 Alice de Baldwin de Cotheioote.^ Bobert Champeneys =r 

Byriton. ( Coiheroote. " ^ 

Ooc 


of Domngton. 


— Boger de Byriton. John de Cothercote. =t= Wenthlian. 

Oocar8l203. J)e/Smc^l24A Superttes IZ4S. 

>maB de 7 
riton. I 

5.1242-72. 

Boger de Byriton. John de Boger de ^ ^ -^^ ^ ^ William Champeneys 

J Cothercote. Cot&eroote. S S Cothercote. of Dorrington. 

J Oec. 1255-1292. 

Before I conclude my account of Cothercote, I must revert to a 
Deed, whereby, before the middle of the thirteenth century, the 
Lord of Fulverbatch accommodated the growing interests of the 
Canons of Haughmond in this quarter. 

*' Hugh de Kylpeck qtdt'Claims to the said Canons two roads, 
on either side of the vill of Cothercote, leading towards Longmynde, 

* ThiB Deed pasied between 1253 and 1266. 
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80 that neither he^ nor his heirs^ nor his men of Pulrebeche and 
Wilderley, should come or go by those roads^ biit by a road under 
Achovre and under Gathovres-helde to the Ford of Westcote, which 
road partly reached on his own land and partly on the said Canons^ 
land^ outside Cothercote-field hedge. He also gave the Canons 
common pasture in Pulrebech except in the Bosc of Huglith. 
Witnesses^ — John le Strange, Sir William de Hedleg, Sir Hugh 
fits Robert/' 

I cannot help suggesting here, that this Deed favours an idea 
that the Lords of Pulverbatch had not been very scrupulous on 
questions of boundary in this quarter^ and had encroached on the 
Fee of the Lords of Montgomery at Wilderley and Cothercote.^ 
Li 1255 Pulverbatch had increased its Domesday hidage in a way 
which we cannot wholly account for on any other supposition. At 
the same period, though it is true that Wilderley maintained its 
Domesday hidage, Cothercote and its half hide are wholly suppressed 
in the Survey of Condover Hundred. In fact Cothercote was no 
longer a distinct Manor. My belief is that the Domesday hidage 
of Wilderley, as held in 1255 by Haughmond Abbey, was made up 
by the undeclared addition of Cothercote, and that an equivalent 
out of Wilderley-proper had been long before annexed to Pul- 
verbatch. 

In 1291 the Abbot of Haghmon is registered as receiving 19«. ^d, 
assized rents in Crodecot.^ His Assets from the same ViU at the 
Dissolution were £4. 3^. 3ef., as already stated under Lee Botwood.*^ 


WBi^\x>i% 


Of this Manor Domesday gives the following account : — 

" Turold holds Wigewic (of the Earl) . Elmar held it (in Saxon 

times) and was free. Here is one hide, geldable. The (arable) 

land is (enough) for ii ox-teams. Here it (that is, I presume, one 

ox-team)^ is in demesne, and there are mi Serfs, ii Villains and 


* Wilderley and Cothercote were and 
are, parochiallj, members of Pulverbatoh. 
So was Wrentnall, a vill which, after being 
manorially distinct, was wholly annexed to 
PnlTerbatch. 


• Pope Nick, Taxation^ p. 168, b. 

7 Supra, p. 249. 

' There is evidently an error in the Ke- 
cord. We should either read tunt for m^, 
or else supply the word una after eH. 


VI. 34 
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I Boor with half a team. The wood will fatten 50 swine. In King 
Edward's time the Manor was worth 15^. {per annum) ; afterwards 
(it was worth) 8*. ; now it is worth 10*."^ 

Of Torold^ the presumed Ancestor of the Chetwynds^ and of his 
son Robert^ living at the time of Stephen's accession^ and how the 
latter gave Wigwig to Shrewsbury Abbey, I have given account 
under Willey.* 

The proximity of Wigwig to the estates of Wenlock Priory 
rendered it a more desirable possession for that house than for 
Shrewsbury ; and the Cluniac Monks obtained a grant thereof from 
the Benedictines at an annual rent of 20s, All we know of the 
date of this transaction is that it was previous to the reign of 
Richard I., for then did the Monks of Wenlock withdraw the Vill 
from Condover Hundred to their own Franchise. Such Freeholders 
as I shall name in the sequel were, I presume. Feoffees of Wenlock 
Priory. 

In 1177, Alured de Wiggewich had been amerced 2 merks for 
Forest- trespass by King Henry II. In 1185, Osbert fitz Richard of 
Widemc paid 2*. for a, pourpresture in the Forest. 

At the Assizes of 1226 Warin de Wyggewych sued Imbert, 
Prior of Wenlock, for disseizing him of B,Jree tenement in Wygge- 
wych, but in vain, for the Plaintiff proved to be a Tenant-in- 
Villainage.* William de Wigwig was a Juror on the Inquest which 
in 1247 reported as to the tenures of the Prior's Burgesses at 
Wenlock. 

The Wenlock Hundred-Roll of 1255 accounts Wigwig as a 
member of Wenlock Manor. "The Prior of Wenlock paid to 
the Abbot of Shrewsbury 20^. for the nil and its appurtenances. 
William de Wigwig (himself a Juror on this Inquest) held half a 
carucate of land in the Vill of the Prior, and paid an annual rent 
of 16*., and did Suit to the Prior's Court by afforciament. He 
(or, I presume, his ancestors) used to do Suit to Condover Hundred 
before the reign of Richard I.'^ The same change of suits is re- 
ported in the case of Henry de Wigwig, who held a noke under 
the Prior at a rent of 29rf.^ 

This Henry de Wigwig was probably the same with Henry fitz 
Adam, who in August 1257 was impleaded by Bicholda de Wiggewyk 
for disseizing her of a tenement in Wiggewyk. 


' Domesday, fo. 258, a, 1. 
5 Supra, Vol. II. pp. 46-48. 
* Abbrev, Placitorum, p. 104. 


* Itot Hundred. II. 84. William de 
Vfyggeyrik was also a Jaror for Wenlock 
FranchiBe at the Assizes of 1256. 
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lu 1262 Henry fitz Adam of Wyggewich was amerced 12^. for 
Pert in Wyggewych. At the Assizes of 1272 Herbert Coly of 
Wenlock, withdrawing his prosecution of Henry fitz William of ^ 
Wyggewyg and Boger his brother for disseizin in Wyggewyg, was 
tn misericardid with his Sureties^ viz. John Coly and Walter Par- 
menter ; but he was excused amercement at the instance of Roger 
le Strange.* The Condover Hundred-Roll of 1255 hints, while 
the Roll of 1274 fully records, how Wigewike " had once owed 
suit to the Greater Court of that Hundred, and how the Prior of 
Wenlock had withdrawn it to his Franchise."^ In December 
1277 Henry de Wyggewig and Roger his brother occur as Jurors 
on a Benthall Inquest. 

The Taxation of 1291 gives the Prior of Wenlock's receipts from 
Wygenewyk as follows : — Prom two carucates of land, 18*. 4J. ; from 
assized rents and a Mill, 13*. 4J.; from 1^ acres of meadow, Ss. 
Total, £1. 9s. 8rf.8 

The Nomina ViUarum of 1316 has the Prior as Lord of Wygel- 
wyk.» 

In 1379 the Assized rents receivable by the Prior of Wenlock 
from Wyggewyk and Harley are given, in combination with other 
receipts from Bradeley Orange and its then reputed members. This 
I have before alluded to.^^ But in this valuation a carucate of fal- 
low-land at Wyggewyk is valued separately as worth 3*. 4d. per 
annum}^ At other times we find the income from Wigwig and 
Harley valued in conjunction with the Marsh Manor.^' 

At the Dissolution the Prior of Wenlock was receiving £1.16*. Sd, 
for iheferm of a messuage and lands at Wigwyk and Harley, and 
18*. for the ferm of tithes at Wigwyk and Harley.^' 


$ttt|bfortr« 


The Saxon word pic, though combined in this name with a more 
genuine Saxon word popb, was borrowed from the Latin pix. A 
bituminous well, which still exists at Pitchford, and which gave 

• uitntes, 56 Hen. IH., m. 2. ^ Vol. III. p. 284. 

' Sot. Hundred. 11. pp. 63, 91. " Momuiicon, V. p. 77. 

• Pope Nieh. Taxation, p. 164. « Supns VoL in. p. 282. 

• Parliamentary WrUe, IV. 8d8. » MonaeHeon, Y. p. 81. 


268 PITCHFORD. 

name to the place^ may therefore have attracted notice in the sera of 
of the Romans. This is the more probable^ as a branch of the great 
Roman road (the Watling Street) passed through the upper part of 
the Fill. 

Domesday describes the Manor as follows. — " The same Turold 
holds Piceforde (of the Earl) . Edric^ and Leuric, and Uluric held 
it (in Saxon times) for three Manors^ and were free. Here are iii 
hides^ geldable. The (arable) land is (enough) for five ox-teams. 
In demesne are iii teams^ and (there are) in Serfs^ in Neatherds^ 
I Villain^ in Boors^ i Smithy and i Radman^ with ii teams. Here 
is a Wood capable of fattening 100 Swine. In King Edward's time 
the Manor was worth Ss. {per annum) ; afterwards it was worth 168, ; 
now it is worth 40»." 

It was probably Turold de Verley himself^ rather than his son 
Robert, or one of their successors the Chetwynds, who first enfeofied 
a Tenant in Rtchford. That Tenant's descendants, though they 
were also the descendants and heirs of Normannus Venator (Turold's 
equal in the scale of feudal tenures), yet took a name from Pitchford 
in preference to Albrighton, or any other of those Manors which 
they held in capite of the Crown. This may, I think, be accounted 
for. — Ralph de Pichford (I.), who, be it remembered, distinguished 
himself at the siege of Bridgnorth, sixteen years afiter Domesday} 
is nowhere mentioned under any other name. It is probable, then^ 
that he was called De Pichford at the time of the siege, and that his 
feofiment by Turold preceded that event. Now, as Norman Venator 
was living in 1093 and later, it is further probable that Ralph de 
Pichford was enfeofied in Pitchford before he or his descendants 
became Norman Venator's heirs. This would account for their re- 
taining the name of De Pichford, and not assuming a name more 
relevant to their greater feudal pretensions. 

Of Ralph de Pichford and his descendants I have already given 
account under Bridgnorth, Albrighton, and Ryton. Some circum- 
stances of their history, in connection with Pitchford itself, remain 
to be told. We have it on credible authority that Pitchford Church 
was founded by a Ralph de Pichford.* If so, we are bound to attri- 


> Supra^ Vol. I. pp. 854-6. 

' See Mistory of Shrewsbury^ II. pp. 
183,184*. 

The document quoted by the Historiacs 
of Shrewsbury states that Balph de Pyohe- 
ford presented hia brother Engelard to 
the recently-founded Church. In a note 


(p. 183, note 5), it is shown satisfactorily 
that Richard de Pichford, liying in Henry 
II.*s time, had a brother Engelard. Hence 
it is most unwarrantably assumed that 
this Engelard was the Incumbent in ques- 
tion, and that Biohard was the real founder 
of Pitchford Church. The truth is, that 
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bate the credit of this work to Ralph de Pichford (I.)^ and to fix its 
date in the time of Henry I.^ or Stephen. The ai^uments which 
would assign it to Richard de Pichford (I.), and to the reign of 
Henry 11.^ needlessly assume that an erroneous name has been given 
in an original document^ and are otherwise fallacious. 

Ralph de Pichford (I.) was succeeded^ as I have elsewhere shown^ 
by a Son^ and Grandson^ both named Richard. The grant of Pitch- 
ford Mill to Haughmond Abbey by Richard de Pichford (II.) has 
been fiilly set forth.* A Fine of 1199 by Hugh de Pichford relates 
partly to Pitchford^ and has also been given.^ Hugh de Pichford 
married Burga daughter and heir of Ralph de Baskerville^ by his 
wife Isabel/ which Isabel was, I find from a Record of 1203-4^ 
called Isabel de Say ; but it does not appear whether Say was her 
maiden name^ or the name of a second husband. By this match it 
would seem that Hugh de Pichford acquired mesne interests in a 
number of estates. I may instance Herberbury and Chesterton in 
Warwickshire^ Sutton-on-the-Hill in Derbyshire^ and Snareston and 
Swannington in Leicestershire.^ All these were held of the Fief of 
the Earl Ferrars^ and we can trace a subsequent interest of the 
Pichfords^ their Feofiees^ or their connections^ in all of them. 

At the Salop Assizes of October 1203^ Hugh de Piceford essoigned 
his attendance under the general summons. In March 1209 he was 
assessed under two several Regards of the Long Forest. He died^ as 
I have said^ in 1211 or 1212. Besides his son and heir Ralph (11.)^ 
lie left a son William^ and^ I think^ a daughter Isabella^ who had 
Snareston in Leicestershire. Who was the husband of Isabella, I 


Engelard brother of Bichard de Pichford 
was no Clerk, but a Knight, — was, in fiiot, 
that fiunous Engelard de Stretton whose 
histor J I haye given under Byton. 

The same note of the Historians of 
Shrewsbury presents another phase of this 
question. It is assumed that the original 
document, in giving Balph as the name 
of the Founder of Fitchford Church, must 
hare alluded to Kalph (IT.), whose era we 
know to have been from 1212 to 1252. 
But I do not see why the original docu- 
ment should be thus construed to indicate 
Balph (II.) rather than Balph (I.). There 
aie bits of masonry in the walls of Fitch- 
ford Church which are much more likely 
to belong to the reign of Heniy I., or 
of Stephen, than to that of John, or of 


Henry III. 

• Supra, VoL I. p. 368. 

< • » Supra, VoL 11. pp. 161, 162. 

' Testa de NewU, pp. 4, 9, 95. Vug- 
daU^s Warufickshire {Thamcu), p. 364. 
jAfsotu^s Derhfthire, p. 272. Nicholses 
LeieeHershirey IV.* p. 980. 

Mr. Blakeway associates the Leicester- 
shire tenures of the Fiohfords with their 
arms (acinquefoil), which he justly remarks 
was the bearing of the old Earls of Lei- 
oester. I look upon the coincidence as a 
mere accident. The Fichfords had pro- 
bably borne the Cinquefoil before their 
connection with Leicestershire ; and that 
connection would hare rather resulted in 
their beanug Baskervill or Ferran anus, 
than those of De BeDomont. 
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cannot say. Her son called himself Richard de Picheford^ and 
sometime between 1230 and 1252 he enfeoffed one Simon de Bere- 
ford in all that land of Snarkeston which came to him of the inhe- 
ritance of Isabel de Picheford his Mother. This feoffment was for 
a penny rent and for 15 merks paid down. Ysabella de Picheford 
was living at the time; for she in a separate charter confirmed her 
son's grants 

I have already alluded to a contest in 1226^ between Warner de 
Wililey and Ralph de Pichford (II.), about this Manor.® The latter 
appointed his brother William his Attorney in the matter.' This 
was a contest between two Feoffees of the House of Chetwynd, and 
between two families which afterwards intermarried ; but there must 
be a deeper significancy in the incident, and I can hardly doubt that 
the families of Wililey and Pichford were previously and otherwise 
related. 

By Pine of November 3, 1236, Agnes daughter of Ulger de Piche- 
ford (Plaintiff) quits, for one merk, to Ralph de Picheford (Tenant) 
a claim to a carucate and messuage in Picheford, which she had sued 
for linder writ of mort cPancestre. 

Ralph de Pichford made a grant to Lilleshall Abbey, viz. of a 
rent of 8*. which was his right, arising from the Fishery of Brug 
(Bridgnorth), and from the lands pertaining thereto.^^ 

The Inquest ordered April 20, 1253, on the death of Ralph de 
Picheford, states him to have held the Manor of Picheford by ser- 
vice of half a knight's-fee, under John de Chetwynd. The deceased 
had 4 carucates in demesne, — value £4. per annum. His assized 
rents were £6. 2*. 7\d, What with a Mill, two gardens, some 
meadow land, a Wood, a Vivary, income from Tallages, and the rent 
of a virgate of land (which was not strictly a part of Pitchford Manor), 
the whole estate was valued at j£16. 12«. 7d. The Condover Hun- 
dred-Roll of 1255 reports that " Ralph fitz Nicolas holds Pichford, 
for three hides, in virtue of the guardianship of John son and heir 
of Ralph de Pichford, which guardianship Ralph fitz Nicholas had 
from the King.'* Pichford was of the Fee of Sir John de Chete- 


7 A Becord (Testa de Neville p. 95), 
which Dugdale sssignfl to the year 1251-2, 
hut which was probahly eEurlier, enrols 
Snarkeston as held by Simon de Bereford 
under Bobert de Tatshall, who held it of 
the Earl Ferrars. De Pichford'a mesne 
interest, is here ignored. It ia worth noting 
that these Berefords bore for arms — Arg. 


erusily JUchee, ZJUur de He Sa, {Burton^i 
Leicesterfhiref p. 262). These arms ap- 
pear in a simpler form and differently 
blazoned on the tombs and windows at 
Abrighton (Vol. II. pp. 162-164). 

■ Supra, Vol. II. p. 55. 

» Rot. Claus, II. 154. 

>o LilleshaU Chartulary, fo. 74. 
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wind. — It paid 28. per anrmm for stretward and motfee, and did 
Suit to the Hundred.^^ Another statement in the same Report 
values John de Pichford's estate here at £10. per annum ; but the 
Widow of Ralph de Pichford had remarried with Sir Adam Talbot 
of Leybn, and her interest in Pichford (her dower, of course) was 
£8. 6*. 8rf. per annumy^ 

Ralph fitz Nicholas thus appears to have been interested in the 
affairs of this family at two distant periods, viz. 1230^' and 1255. 
I have an impression that he and the Pichfords were related. I 
must, however, dismiss that question in a note,^^ and state who Ralph 
fitz Nicholas was. His real name was Pipard.^' He was Seneschal 
in 1218 to the Earl Ferrars, and afterwards to King Henry IH. 
He enjoyed a goodly proportion of Crown patronage. He died in 
1257, and was succeeded by his son Robert in various estates in Derby- 
shire, Warwickshire, Leicestershire, Wiltshire, Suffolk, and Sussex. 

A word now as to Adam Talbot, who married the Widow, and, 
as I think, the second wife, of Ralph de Pichford. Whoever he was, 
we are told that he had a son William, and that the latter was in 
1278 Lord of Swannington (Leicestershire) .^* Now Swannington 
was a Pichford Manor ; at least, earlier in the century, one WiUiam 
de Pichford (probably a cadet of the Shropshire House) was put 
down- as Mesne Lord (under the Earls Ferrars) of Swannington and 
Overton Sawcey.^^ Such coincidences are worth notinig, though 
always to explain them is neither within my power nor my province. 

mehsh,^ Thomas's Edition, p. 582). This 
was pieoiaely the bUusoDiy of one of the 
coats in an Albrighton window. 

lA Burton (AtUiguUiet qf LeiceHer' 
ahire, pp. 210, 211) gires Balph fitz Ni- 
cholas's name as Wushard, and his Arms 
as A2., a chenon Arg. between fiour (or 
three) martlets or. It is quite certain 
(from the Charter of 14 Henry III., No. 
4) that Balph fitz Nicholas of Osbas- 
ton (Leicestershire), was identical with 
Balph fitz Nicholas of Stretton-Baskervill 
(Warwickshire) : and Dugdale's descent is 
so entirely difierent from Burton's that I 
must suspect the accuracy of the latter. 

" Burton (ut supra), p. 276. The Arms 
which Burton gives for Talbot are those 
which he had before assigned to Bercford 
(supra, note 7), except that Talbot's fleurs- 
de-lis are Gules. 


" * " Xot Hundred. 11. 62, 63. 

» Supra^ Vol. H. p. 162. 

^* Both Balph fitz Nicolas and the 
Pichfords were descended through females 
from Baskerville. Both too inherited 
Baskerville estates (Duffdal^s Warunok- 
Mre, p. 60). Both held under the Earls 
Ferrers. The son of Balph fitz Nicholas 
named a Pichford as his Surety in 1268. 
Again, the Arms of Pipard (Ralph fitz 
Nicholas's {ismily) are given as Ary. two 
harsgu.y on a eamixm az., a cinquefoil or, — 
and such arms occur, mixed with Pich- 
ford arms, in the way already alluded to 
under Albrighton (Vol. II. p. 165, note 
60). I may add to these heraldic evidences, 
that Dugdale gives the following Coat from 
the Chancel- Window of Long Compton, 
Warwickshire, wher^ the Pipards had an 
interest. The coat is Arg. two bars az., 
and a canton with a rose {Hist, of War- | '^ Testa de NemU, p. 96. 
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I believe that the first wife of Ralph de Pichford was Margery^ a 
claughter of John le Strange (II.) of Nesse and Cheswardine, and 
further that they had a daughter^ Burgia, who became the wife of 
Nicholas de Wililey. Except on these suppositions, I cannot explain 
a deed whereby Nicholas de Willilegh, with the assent and will of 
Burgia his wife, sells to Sir John le Strange all that land in the Vill 
of Lucam (Lytcham, Norfolk) which the Father of the said John gave 
for the frank marriage of Ralph de Pichford with Margery his daugh- 
ter.^® This deed is without date, and the witnesses are not given, 
so that I may only state it to have parsed between 1238 and 1255. 

John de Pichford, son and successor of Ralph, was, I think, his 
son by a second wife. Coming of age in 1258, he seems to have es- 
poused the same political cause as his ill-fated nephew, Andrew de 
Wililey, and his no less unfortunate father-in-law, William Devereux. 
However, a patent dated at Kenil worth on July 11, 1266, spared 
him the consequences of rebellion. The King remitted all his wrath 
at John de Pichford^s conduct during the late disturbances, and 
ordered that he should not be molested in respect of his possessions. 
On Sunday, April 30, 1273, John de Pychford was one of the wit- 
nesses who appeared before the King's Council at Westminster to 
give evidence as to the age of George de Cantilupe, then claiming 
his livery. Pychford's statement accorded with that of previous 
witnesses. His knowledge on the subject arose thus; — he had 
married a daughter of William Devereux, and, his wife being a 
cousin of George de Cantilupe's,^' he (Pychford) had been led to 
make inquiries about the age of the latter. Sir Adam de Gurdin 
and Sir Robert de Tregoz, and others who had been in the house- 
hold of William de Cantilupe, George's Father, had given the De- 
ponent the information which he now retailed.-^ Walter GifTard, 
Archbishop of York, is stated to have had a mortgage on Pitch- 
ford in 1273 /or the scutage of Wales P^ The entry on the Close- 
Rolls says nothing about the Scutage of IValesr^ On August 
14, 1273, John, son of Ralph de Pichford, mortgaged the Manor 
for 200 merks to Archbishop Giffard. If the mortgage was 


» Glover's CoUection, A, fo. Ill, b. 

^ John de Pychford*B wife was cousin 
in the second degree to George de Canti- 
lupe; that is, her grandmother (Isabella de 
Cantilupe) was Sister to George de Can- 
tilupe's Grandfather (William de Canti- 
lupe n.). 

» Inqutntiong, 1 Edw. I., No. 16. 


-» •« Dukes, p. 288, and Bot. CZaiw. 1 
Edw. I., m. 5 dorso. — Mr. Blakeway speaks 
of this mortgage as held by Walter de 
Lanffton, Archdeacon of York, — a strange 
confusion of the reed Mortgagee with the 
subsequent Purchaser of Pitchford, and 
with Bobert Bumell, who was Archdeacon 
of York at the time. 
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not redeemed at Michaalmas following^ the Mortgagee was to pay 
200 merks more^ or at the rate of 100 merks for each 10 merkates 
of land over and above the 20 merkates abready covered by the ad- 
vance of 200 merks. It is more than probable that this mortgage 
was redeemed or cancelled. Archbishop Giffard was maternal 
Uncle of John de Pichford's wife. On August 16, 1283, Sir John 
de Pychford was one of the Knights selected to make a perambula- 
tion between Longden and Pulverbatch. The Inquest taken April 
25, 1285, after his death, states him to have held the Vill of Pyche- 
ford, by a fourth-part of a Knighfs-fee, under the Heirs of John de 
Chetewynde. The service personally due on Pycheford was that of 
one man doing Castlc-guard at Oswestry for 10 days, a coincidence 
of Chetwynd^s tenure being, not, like his Ancestor Turold^s, a 
tenure in-capite, but under Fitz Alan. Pycheford was on this oc- 
casion valued at £12. 148, 4rf. per armum.^ In the hands of Mar- 
garet the Widow, and Ralph the son and heir of John de Pychford, 
the Shropshire estates of the elder line of this family were utterly 
alienated. If Ralph de Pychford (III.) left any Descendants, I think 
it probable that they settled in Ireland. 

At the Assizes of October 1292, Roger Careles, of whom we 
have heard under Albrighton, was admitted as Attorney for Ralph 
de Pycheford, the latter having gone to Ireland by license of the 
Crown.^ At the same time Margaret widow of John de Pyche- 
ford was sued for disseizing Richard de Eton of estovers in 800 
acres of bosc. It was found however that no hindrance had been 
suffered by the Plaintiff.ss 

In 1298, as we have already seen, Walter de Langton, Bishop of 
Lichfield and Coventry, commenced a series of acquisitions in 
Shropshire with the purchase of Tasley from the Corbets.*^ On 
January 27, 1301, a Fine was levied between the said Bishop 
(Plaintiff) and Ralph de Pychford (Deforciant) of the Manor of 
Pychford, whereof was a Plea of Convention. Ralph de Pychford^s 
quit-claim was purchased for £100. The Bishop, by a second Fine, 
bought up the life-interest of Ralph de Pychford's mother. The 
Fine itself purports to be between the Bishop and Margery, widow 
of John de Pychford, of the Manor of Pychford, whereof was plea 
of charter-warranty, Margery acknowledges that the Manor is 
the Bishop's by her gift, to hold to him and his heirs under the 
chief lords of the fee. In return the Bishop covenanted to pay 


23 InquiaUions, 13 Edw. I., No. 14. 
^ • * Annzes, 20 Edw. T., mm. 1 dono, 


6 recto, 
» Supra, Vol. I. p. 97. 
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Margery a life annuity of £28., and gave, in case of his failing so to 
do, a power of distress on the Manor .^ This Fine has an indorse- 
ment intimating that William Grandison, Sibil his wife, and John 
la Ware apposed (that is, sunk) their claim. It is difficult to account 
for this indorsement in the case of Pitchford, though it is intelli- 
gible enough in the cotemporary Fine already given, where the 
Bishop purchases the Advowson of Albrighton, the Manor, and some 
land there, having been already sold to John de Tregoz, whose 
heirs indorse the Fine.^* Possibly Ralph de Pychford^s sale to Sir 
John de Tregoz had been carelessly defined, and the transaction 
needed a full and legal adjustment. It is also possible that the 
parties concerned in the purchase of Pychford^s Shropshire inheri- 
tance were not all aliens in blood to the Vendors. Still these sales 
or transfers excluded the elder representatives of Norman Venator 
from their position in Shropshire, and thus closed the history of a 
Domesday Fief, if not a Domesday Barony. 

In the Nomina Villarum of 1316 the Bishop of Chester stands 
enrolled as Lord of Pycheford.^^ On July 4, 1317, the date of a 
letter informs us of his being resident here. Bishop Langton died 
in November 1321. An Inquisition held December 17, 1321, found 
him to have held the Manor of Pichford under Sir John de Chete- 
wyude for half a knight^s-fee. The following extent thereof is 
given : — A capital messuage, worth Ss. 4d. {per annum) ; two ca- 
rucates of land, worth £4*, ; six acres of meadow, worth I2s, ; a 
water-mill and vivary, worth 2 merks ; assized rents, £4. 6^. ; pleas 
and perquisites of Court, 2s. Edmund son of Robert Peverel was 
found to be Bishop Langton^s cousin (consanguineus) and next heir. 
He was fifteen years of age on September 29, 1321.*^ In 15 Ed- 
ward II. (1321-2) the Escheator accounts for the issues of this 
Manor, the Heir being a IVIinor. 

The Inquisition on the death of Edmund Peverel was held at 


*" This, my last mention of Margery 
Derereox, wife of John de Pitchford, re- 
quires an heraldic note very pertinent to 
a former subject^ viz. the arms which 
adorned the tombs and windows at Al- 
brighton. The Ordinaries (a fesse and 
three roundels) of the Arms of Berercux 
are found twice on one of those tombs 
(Vol. IL p. 163), and once on the other 
(Vol. II. p. 164). In the windows at 
Albrighton (Vol. II. p. 165) the Devereux 
Arms appear, but with the tinctures re- 


versed, that is, we have Gu. a fesse arg. 
in chief 3 plates^ instead of, Arff. a fesse 
ffu. in chief 3 iorteaux. 

^ Supra, Vol. II. p. 158. In this case 
I have indistinctly translated the words 
so often indorsed on Fines, viz. Apponunt 
clameum suum. They most usually merni, 
I believe, an acquiescence in the Fine, a 
renunciation of any tliird claim, real or 
supposed. 

» Parliamentarif Writs, FV. 398. 

30 InqiMiHans, 15 Edw. II., No. 4k 
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Brug on June 6, 1331. His tenures of the Manors of Oldbury^ 
Tasley, and Pychford, are severally reported. The last was under 
Sir John de Chetwynd by service of one-fourth of a knight's-fee. 
John Peverel, son and heir of the deceased^ was aged one year on 
May 19, previous.^^ This John died apparently without issue, for 
Margaret sister and heir of John Peverel of Castle Ashby (Northants) 
married WilUam de la Pole.^^ From them, through females, de- 
scended the Lords Cobham ; but whereas William de la Pole sold 
his interest at Pitchford in 1358 to Sir Nicholas Bumel, I shall 
no further pursue my account of the Lords of this Manor. 

Op Undertenants in Pitchford some have been incidentally 
mentioned already. Between 1176 and 1206 Richard, Abbot of 
Haghmon concedes to Hugh, the son-in-law of Osbert, and to 
Juliana his wife, that half-virgate which they already held in Piche- 
ford, to hold at a fee-farm rent of 28, Witnesses, — Hugh, Lord 
of Pychefort, and William fitz Pichot.^ Pitchford Mill, as we have 
seen elsewhere, was first granted to, and then surrendered by, the 
same Abbey, in exchange for land at Bridgnorth.^ 

We have had mention of Adam de Pichford, in 1235,^^ and in 1249 
one Henry de Pichford fines one merk for license to accord in some 
lawsuit. Ulger de Pichford, whose daughter Agnes has been 
mentioned above, in a Quit-claim of 1236, had, it seems, five other 
daughters, viz. Emma, Juliana, Isabella, Alice and Margery. Of 
these Emma fitz WolgeVy as she is called, married Robert Scot, to 
whom Ulger, Emma's father, gave, or is said to have given, half a 
messuage and 50 acres in Pitchford m frank-marriage. Emma dying 
issueless, Robert Scot remarried one Juliana, but enfeoffed Ralph 
de Pichford (11.) in the premises. Robert Scot then died, and in 
1272 Juliana his widow and John de Picheford were holding the 
premises in such sort as that the latter was Juliana's Warrantor 
in the Suit which then came on. The said suit was instituted by 
Juliana fitz Wolger and Richard son of Isabella (fitz Wolger), 
claiming to be heirs (jointly with the representatives of a third and 
fourth daughter of Wolger) of Emma fitz Wolger. They sued only 
for half the premises, because William son of Alice (fitz Wolger) 
and Alice daughter of Margeiy (fitz Wolger) refused to join in the 


'^ Inquisitiontf 5 Edw. III., No. 46. 

" Dugdale's Baronage, II. 182. 

» Otlej Deeds. The Haughmond Char- 
tulary has a tranacript of this Deed, and 
attribut4?B it, with small probability, to 


Nicholas, Abbot of Haughmond. If ibis 
were indeed the case, it passed between 
1206 and 1211. 

" Supra, Vol. I. p. 359. 

36 Supra, Vol. II. p. 152. 
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prosecution. John de Pichford^s defence was^ that Emma fitz Wolger 
did not die seized of the premises^ for that her husband^ to whom 
Wolger had given them^ survived her, and enfeoffed his (John's) 
father Ralph therein.^* The result of the Trial does not appear. 
Robert Burnell's purchase of 60 acres in Pichford from Martin and 
Elina de Burchton has been given under the year 1272, and in my 
account of Acton Burnell.^^ We have Thurstan de Pichford sitting 
on a local Jury in July 1280^ and the same person (with Richard 
his son) attesting a Golding Deed in 1294. 

This Thurstan de Pichford, by Deed, gave to God and St. Mary 
and St. Michael, of the Church of Pichford, a messuage and three 
acres of land in pure and perpetual almoign, — the messuage, namely, 
which Robert le Moot formerly held.^ 

B£CHE AND Newton. — ^These ViUs, whether members of Pitch- 
ford or of Little Eaton, cannot now be traced, but they probably 
lay on the bank of the Condover Brook, opposite Eaton Mascott. 
Of the Tenants of Beche I have given some account in speaking of 
Eaton Mascott Mill. A Fine of November 8, 1248, relates to 
Beche, and enables us to show to what John de Pichford alluded in 
1272^ when he stated that Robert Scot had enfeoffed Ralph de Pich- 
ford in 50 acres at Pichford. The Fine is between Ralph de Piches- 
ford^ Plaintiff, and Robert le Scot, Tenant of a virgate in Pichesford. 
Robert surrenders it to Ralph, and the latter concedes 35 acres in La 
Beche to Robert ; — to hold for life only, at a rent of 8*., and by per- 
formance otforinsec services. The terms of this fine render it pro- 
bable that Robert le Scot was hurrying to smother the question of 
title by involving his Suzerain in the matter, and accepting a very 
inadequate consideration. 

By another Fine of the same date, Robert son of Henry de Preston, 
with Isabella his wife, suing for 35 acres in La Beche, under Writ of 
mort d'ancestre, quit-claim the same to Ralph de Pichesford for half 
a merk. These Fines I have given in an order inverse of that in which 
they were levied ; for it is clear that the 35 acres, thus acquired by 
Ralph de Pichford, were those which he forthwith conveyed to Robert 
le Scot. 

Newbold. — I cannot tell whether this Vill, now lost, was a mem- 


^ Assizes^ 56 Henrj III., m. 14. I have 
never found a statement of the exact Law 
in such a case as this, yiz. What was the 
power of the surviving husband of a child- 
less wife over estates given in frank mar^ 


riage with that vnfe? The question is 
one of great genealogical importance in 
other cases to which I shall have to refer. 

^ Supra, p. 130. 

» Blakeway's MSS. 
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ber of Pitchford or of Golding. I have little to add to what I hare 
said of it under Golding. — At the Forest Assizes of 1232^ one Ste- 
phen de Neubald was amereed ; but he possibly had his name from 
Nobold, near Brace Meoie. 

PITCHT'OBD CHURCH. 

With regard to the Foundation of this Church I cannot do better 
than translate the ancient and authoritative document already 
alluded to.*® — 

" Memorandum : — That, before the Foundation of the Church of 
Pycheford, and before the Constitutions of Lyons, certain men, who 
were then of the Lordship of Pycheford, went to different Churches 
in the neighbourhood, to hear divine service and to receive the 
Sacraments, and bestowed their tithes where they chose, as it was 
lawful for them to do before the aforesaid Constitutions. Hence, at 
that period the men of Little Eton, Newton, and Beche gave their 
tithes to the Dean and Chapter of the Collegiate Church of St. 
Chad, Salop, on condition that they should provide for the said men 
a Chaplain and Clerk, a Chalice and vestments, and all things neces- 
sary towards celebrating divine services three days a week at Eton, 
in a certain Oratory set apart by them for that purpose, and that 
the said Chaplain should undertake the duties of hearing confessions, 
visiting the sick, baptizing infants, and administering all other Sacra- 
ments to the said people. At length there arose a certain Lord of 
Pycheford, Radulf by name, who, on account of the many (spiritual) 
dangers which were constantly arising in respect of an insuflScient 
visitation of the sick and the distance of infants from baptism, 
moved with pious charity and holy zeal, built a Church at Pyche- 
ford, procured it to be consecrated, and presented Engelard his own 
brother thereto, which Engelard was instituted and inducted therein 
at the said presentation. And whilst the institution of Engelard 
was yet in force, contentions and suits arose, and daily increased, 
between him and the aforesaid Dean and Chapter concerning tithes 
and other obventions. At length they came to the following agree- 
ment, viz. that the Dean and Chapter should receive the great pre- 
dial tithes and a heriot, and that all other tithes and obventions what- 
ever should remain with the said Engelard and his successors for 
ever, on condition of their discharging the aforesaid duties." 

It seems, from the comments passed by the Historians of Shrews- 
bury on this Document, that the Council held at Lyons in 1274 

^ Supra, pp. 268, 269, note. See HUt. Shrewsbutyy II. p. 184, note. 
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passed a formal^ but now lost^ enactment against the arbitrary con- 
secration of tithes, that is, denying the right of any person or 
persons to bestow their tithes elsewhere than on the Mother Church 
of the Parish wherein such tithes arose. It seems to me that such 
a right of alienation has never been imiversally acknowledged in 
England since the words tithes and parishes were first heard of. 
Many instances of arbitrary consecration of tithes may perhaps be 
cited from the history of the half-century following the Conquest ; 
but if so, these were Norman innovations, and the general rule was, 
that the great tithes of a parish belonged to the Mother Chnrch of 
that Parish, or to those who obtained an appropriation of the Mother 
Church. 

On these grounds, and with the aid of analogous cases, I put a 
very different interpretation on the above document to that which 
the Historians of Shrewsbury suggest. The Vill of Little Eaton, 
near Pitchford, is now destroyed; but in Saxon times and at. the 
date of Domesday it belonged, as a distinct Manor, to the Church of 
St. Chad. Now, we remember that Dictum of the Monks of Wen- 
lock which received the sanction of the Viceroy Belmeis in the reign 
of Henry I.^ The Dictum was, that " all St. Milburg^s land con- 
stituted but one Parish ;'' and we have seen that " St. Milburg's 
land" involved many more localities than those which the Church of 
St. Milburg held by the secular tenure recorded in Domesday. I 
conceive, then, that the Saxon Church of St. Chad asserted a spi- 
ritual jurisdiction analogous to that of the Church of St. Milburg, 
that St. Chad^s Manor of Little Eaton was in fact held by the 
Canons to be a part of St. Chad^s Parish, and that the Parish in- 
cluded Newton and Beche. Legally therefore, and not, as the 
above document would suggest, at their own discretion, did the 
inhabitants of these three Yills pay their tithes to the Canons of St. 
Chad, and very properly did the Canons in return maintain, first an 
Oratory, and then a Chapel at Little Eaton. But when (as I con- 
ceive, in the time of Henry I., or of Stephen) Ralph de Pichford 
founded a Church at Pitchford, it became the interest of the men of 
Little Eaton, Newton, and Beche to second his design ; for, as I 
shall I show, he was secularly their Suzerain, holding mediately 
between them, on the one hand, and the Church of St. Chad, 
or the Lord of Chetwynd, on the other. The disputes which ensued 
were natural, the settlement stiU more so. The Rector of Pitchford 
got the small tithes and Oblata of Little Eaton, Newton, and Beche ; 

^ Supra, Vol. III. p. 232. 
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and the Canons of St. Chad got rid of their spiritual responsibilities 
in the district. 

Nothing above-said touches, or is intended to touch, the qnestion 
as to what Parish Pitchford itself was in, before it had a Church. 
On this point I can only suggest Cound ; and it is probable that 
Balph de Pichford had to make an agreement with the Rector of 
Cound in composition of a second claim to spiritual subjection. 
In this, as in hundreds of other cases, all evidence of the agreement 
is lost. Pensions of a few shillings, the usual tokens of original 
affiliation, are, from their very nature and the changed value of 
money, more likely to become obsolete than to be perpetuated. 

The Taxation of 1291 gives the Church of Picheford (in the 
Diocese of Lichfield and Coventry, and the Deanery of Salop) as 
annually worth j65.*^ On July 4, 1326, we have good evidence 
that the Canons of St. Chad were in receipt of the great tithes of 
Little Eton, Neuton, and Beche.*^ 

In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth taxed the Parish of Pychford 
at £2. They stated that, when the Church-Taxation of £5. had 
been calculated, there were more sheep in the Parish, and that now 
there were only 60 sheep. Moreover, the glebe, oblations, and 
small tithes of the Church amounted to £2.; and three carucates of 
the demesne of Pychford were lying untilled.*^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 gives Roger Otteley as Rector of Pyche- 
fforde; and his preferment as £6. 13s. 4id. per annum, less 6s. Bd. 
for procurations, and Is. 4d. for synodals.^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Enoelard de Pichford, the first Rector of this Church, lived 
probably in the reign of Stephen. 

Richard Clerk op Pichefor, is hypothetically placed by Mr. 
Blakeway on the list of Incumbents. It is added that he became 
a Burgess of Shrewsbury in 11 John (1209-10), a fact which should 
in my opinion exclude him from this list. 

Master Robert de Pichford, Canon of St. Edith's, Tamworth, 
and Parson of Hogiiiton and Picheford, occurs in September 1294.** 
On Dec. 18, 1311, Bishop Langton commits custody of this bene- 
fice, then sequestered, to— 


« Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 247. 
« m*tory of Shrewsbury, II. 186. 
^ Inquis, Nonarvm^ p. 183. 


^ Valor JEcclesiasiicus^ III. p. 186. 
« Prynne's Records, Vol. III. p. 598. 
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John Givpabd, Clerk. On Feb. 26^ 1312, the same Bishop 
admits — 

Master John de Saint Waleey, Priest. Patron — the Bishop 
himself^ ^' by reason of a feoffment made to him of the Manor and 
Advowson by Sir Ralph de Pycheford, Knight.''** A note to this 
entiy states that this Rector ^' was not instituted, and did not 
«wear canonical obedience.'' However, on Oct. 26, 1313, the Bishop 
grants a license for one year's non-residence, studendi gratid, to 
Master John de St. Walery, Rector of Pychford. 

RichaiLd de Wenlok, Clerk, was presented by Patent of May 
16, 1322, King Edward II. being Patron as Gustos of the estates 
and heir of Bishop Langton.*'^ This Patent reached Master Geof- 
frey de Blaston (then acting as Vicar of Roger de Northburgh, 
Bishop Elect of Lichfield) on May 21, 1322 ; but the said Vicar 
directed the Archdeacon of Salop to inquire by Inquest as to the 
vacancy of Pitchford. The Archdeacon's return reached the Vicar 
on May 25, and on May 26 the Vicar instituted the above Presentee. 
Richard de Wenlok died May 17, 1347, and on June 3 — 

Richard de la Hulle, Clerk, of Bruggenorth^ was admitted^ 
Sir John de Chetwynde, Knight, being Patron hdc vice.^ On 
March 30, 1366, this Rector exchanges Benefices with — 

Richard de Aston, late Rector of Rollondryght (Line. Dioc.). 
He died in 1380, when, on April 22, — 

Henry de Milton, Priest, was instituted. Patron — Sir Nicho- 
las Bumel, Lord of Holgate. 

Sir Thomas Counde was instituted Sept. 13, 1416. Patron — 
Sir Hugh Bumell. He died in 1424, when, on August 17, — 

Sir John Ady, Chaplain, was instituted. Patrons, — Sir Philip 
Morgan, Bishop of Worcester; Joan de Beauchamp, Lady of 
Bergavenny; Bartholomew Brookesby, Esq., and John Bache, 
Clerk. 

John Hoope, Priest, was instituted Dec. 22, 1449. Patron — 
James, Earl of Wiltshire. 


^ It is probable that Biahop Langton 
presented this Ineombont with no good 
wilL He was, in fact, a nominee of the 
Crown. By a Writ dated November 22, 
1311, King Edward II. had presented St. 
Walery to the Living on the ground that 
the lands of Bishop Langton had lately 
been in the King's hand (Patent, 5 Edw. 
IL,p. 1, m. 10). The only forfeiture of 
Langton that I know of lasted from Sept. 


20, 1307, to Oct. 3, 1308. Probably Pitch- 
ford Church had fallen vacant in that in- 
terval. I have before alluded to Langton*s 
quarrel with Edward II. (Vol. 11. p. 160, 
note 48.) 

*7 Patent, 15 Edw. II., p. 2, m. 15. 

^ The above Institutions, etc., are ta- 
ken from Lichfield Begisters, A. fos. G6, 
66-b ; B. fos. 3, 3-b, 221-b. The rest 
are from Blakeway's MSS. 
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Str Richard Broke was* Rector here in 8 and 12 Hen. YII. 
(1492-7). He died in 1497, when, on March 14,— 

Sir Thomas Berd, Priest, was instituted. He died in 1509, 
when, on December 9, — 

Sir Richard Ottelet, Chaplain, was instituted. Patron — 
William Otteley, Esq. He died in 1620, when, on February 23, — 

Sir John Mbnloye, Priest, was instituted. Patron — ^William 
Otteley, Esq. 

Roger Ottelet was Rector here in 1534-5. He died in 1563, 
when on October 20, — 

Richard Sutton was presented by Adam Otley. 


ANCIEKT MONUMENT IN PITCHFORD CHUBGH. 

The Monument, of which an engraying is annexed, belongs to a 
class not very numerous, and of that class it is one of the finest spe- 
cimens to be found in England.^' 

The figure (foil seven feet in stature) and the slab on which it 
reclines are formed from one solid trunk of dark oak. 

In contemplating this august memento of a past sera, the spectator 
first and most naturally inquites whom it is supposed to represent. 
Seldom can a concise and positive answer be given to such inquiries. 
The study of uninscribed Monuments, though it may afford pleasure 
to the literary wrangler or the careless speculator, brings small satis- 
faction to a responsible author. 

With a foil certainty that I can prove nothing about the Pitch- 
ford monument, I cannot consistently suppress my ideas on the sub- 
ject^ however open they may be to contradiction. 

In the present instance we have three evidences to guide or to 
perplex us, as the case may be. These are (1) the Tradition of the 
neighbourhood, (2) the Costume of the Effigy, and (3) the Armorial 
bearings on the side of the monument. 

As to Tradition, though I have somewhere heard it said or sug- 
gested that this was the Monument ot Sir Hugh dePicl^ord, I refer 
with more confidence to the tradition ofthe last Century, as certified 


** Berrington Church contains the 
monumentid effigy of a Knight, wrought 
in wood like that at Pitchford, hut differ- 
ing in many reepecta, and especially in not 
haying been noariy so well preserved. Tra- 


dition (yeiy improbably, I think) aaogns 
this monument to a Berrington. It has 
neither armorial inw'gnift sor inscrtption. 
To date it or appropriate it, on the mere 
evidence of costume, I will not attempt. 
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by a scrupulous and most able Inquirer.^ In 1798 the Monument 
was deemed to represent Sir Ralph de Pichford. 

Now there were three Ralphs of this family; and if one of them be 
reaUy represented in this Effigy^ I should judge from the costume of 
the figure that it was he who died in 1252. 

The Shields which adorn the side of this Monument are these. 

1. Semee of crosses^ a cinqnefoil pierced (Pichford). 

2. A fesse and in chief three Roundels (Devereux). 

8. S^nee of mullets and a cinqnefoil^ all pierced (Pichford) .^^ 

4. A cheTTon between three Roundels (Baskervill). 

5. Fretty. 

6. A Lion rampant. 

7. Five barriilets. 

Now the first and third of these Coats are undoubtedly those of 
Pichford^ and should be blazoned thus^ (1) Az.^ a cinqnefoil or., 
pierced gu.^ between 8 crosses of the second^ (3) Az.^ a cinqnefoil or.^ 
pierced gu. between 7 mullets of the second^ pierced of the field. 

The second shield is unquestionably that of Deverenx^ and should 
be blazoned — Ai^. a fesse gu.^ and in chief 3 torteaux. The fourth 
shield, that of Baskervill, should be blazoned, — Arg., a chevron gu. 
between 8 heurts. On the fifth, sixth, and seventh coats I offer 
neither comment nor conjecture here. 

The coats (1) and (2), firom their position at the head of the 
figure, are the leading features of the series. They are allusive to 
the marriage of John de Pichford with Margaret Devereux. Ac- 
cording to their evidence, then, the monument is that of Sir John 
de Pichford, who died in 1285; and I see nothing in the costume of 
the knight's figure subversive of such an idea. The coats (8) and 
(4) must be taken for those of John de Pichford's Grandfather and 
Grandmother, viz. of Hugh de Pichford and Burga de Baskerville, 
who was an heiress. Consequently there are no coats left which we 
can reasonably assign to Ralph de Pichford and to his wife Margery 
le Strange, whose shield would have been charged with Two Lions 
passant. Now, thongh we often find a person's monument orna- 
mented with the armorial achievements of his children, I cannot 
conceive that this was done to the exclusion of the arms of himself 
and his wife. 

On the whole, then, we may say that Tradition (uncontradicted 


^ TheBeyerend Edward Wiltiamfl (see 
MS. 21, 286, p. 6, Brit. Museum). 
^1 The Goat of Pichford is found else- 


where with a Semee of Martlets and of 
Gross-orosslets. These heraldic caprices 
indicate no distinction of Houses. 
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by the costume of the Effigy) asserts this monument to be that of 
Sir Ralph de Pichford who died in 1252 ; but Heraldry (equally un- 
contradicted in respect of costume) tells us that the monument is 
Sir John de Pichford^s. Of these two alternatives I cannot hesitate 
to prefer the latter.^^ 

Leaving this interesting but perplexing subject^ I have one or two 
miscellaneous matters to notice in conclusion. 

At the close of the last Century the three following Shields were 
decypherable on Quarries in the floor of Pitchford Church. (1) 
Quarterly^ per fesse indented. (2) Quarterly^ per fesse indented^ a 
bend over all. (3) Pretty.^* The second of these Coats will claim 
particular attention in a future Chapter. 

Pitchford contains one more monument of the remote sera to which 
my researches are confined. Tradition says that the ancient and gi- 
gantic Lime Tree which adorns the precinct of Pitchford Hall has 
been known for centuries as The Tree with a house in ii.^ The 
House has been carefully maintained/^ though^ in the annexed Illus- 
tration^ the Engraver omits that feature. 

Perhaps it was well to preserve the venerable simplicity of an 
object which, had it memory and utterance, could bear witness on 
all those questions in the early history of Pitchford and its Lords, 
which I regretfully leave unsolved. 


Spittle Caton. 


Domesday mentions this Manor very briefly. — " The Church of 


^ I have not thought it neoessary in 
the above remarks to advert to the very 
exceptional case, where a monument may 
be supposed to have been erected to some 
famous personage long after his decease, 
and so may be expected to exhibit de- 
tails of costume and ornament which 
were appropriate only to the sora of such 
erection. The best, perhaps the only 
well ascertained, instance of this is the 
oaken effigy of Bobert Courteheuse in 
Gloucester Cathedral. This, though un- 
doubtedly an ancient monument, and 
erected to the memory of tlie unfortunate I 


Duke, is full of anachronisms, if referred 
to the sera of the Duke's death. 

» Church Notes by the Bev. E. Williams 
(ut supra). 

^ The Pitchford Lime, though by no 
means in a state of decay, has lost some of 
its finest boughs. One, which fell in 1823, 
was ascertained to contain 149^ cubic feet 
of timber; another, which fell in 1856, 
contained 93 cubic feet. 

" The summer-house, which rests on the 
bole of the tree, is 9 feet 2 inches square, 
and 7 feet in height, from the door-sill to 
the spring of the roof. 
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St. Chad holds and held (in Saxon times) Etone ; and Turold (holds 
it) of her. Here is half a hide, geldable. It used to pay 8*. (yearly) . 
Now it pays 4i$/'^ I have already explained that Little Eaton, after 
being reputed for a time to be merely a member of Pitchford, has now 
whoUy vanished. Its site is unknown, much more the site of its 
Oratory or Chapel, which was probably disused seven hundred years 
ago. The Canons of St. Chad probably took Turold for their 
Tenant of Etone, as being Lord of Pitehford. To him the tenure 
must have been an object. When the Pichfords were enfeoffed in 
Pitehford, the tenure of Chetwynd under St. Chad vanishes, and the 
Pichfords held Little Eaton immediately of the Church. So I inter- 
pret a statement in the Inquisition taken in 1253 on the death of 
Ralph de Pichford (II.) . " He held,^' says the Record, " one virgate 
under the Chapter of St. Chad, Salop. The rents he received from 
this virgate were £1. 9s. 6^d./' but his chief-rent to St. Chad is not 
stated, and was perhaps merely nominal. 

A family, which took its name from the place, seems to have 
held Little Eaton, or a great part thereof, under the Pichfords, for 
several generations; bpit the names Eton, Eaton, and Eyton, being 
synonymous, are often interchanged in ancient documents, and were 
common in Shropshire. I shall only notice here such persons 
as I am assured belonged to the locality before us. We have 
Uger de Eton and Oliver his brother attesting a Deed of Hugh de 
Pichford's about 1192-4.^ Again we have Richard de Etun as 
Juror on a Pulley Inquest in 1249 ; and the same person, printed as 
Richard de StoUy was on the Inquest of Condover Hundred in 1255. 
At the Assizes of 1256 Richard de Eton again appears on the Jury 
of that Hundred. I find him also on a local Inquest in May 1259. 

In 1262 and 1271 we have had mention, under Ruckley and 
Langley, of Richard son of Richard de Eton.' This second Richard 
de Eton was probably he who was amerced 20«. at the Assizes of 
1272 for not joining in some recognition or view when empanelled. 
Yet he was one of the two Electors of the Condover Jury on this 
occasion. He sat on neighbouring Inquests in December 1273 and 


' Damegdoffj fo. 258, a, 1. — 

I have, in the Table of Condover Hun- 
dred (supra, p. 2), put down St. Chad's 
Churchae holding Etone under Earl Roger. 
The Becord itself does not state as much ; 
but wherever a Shropshire Tenure is not 
certified to be held de Rege, the usual 
inference is that it was hold de Comite. 


However, I cannot help thinking that, in 
Saxon times, St Chad's had held all its 
lands under the Bishop of Chester, and I 
question whether such a Seigneuiy was 
likely to be interfered with by the Norman 
Earl. 

3 Supra, Vol. I. p. 359. 

^ Supra, pp. 143, 147. 
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February 1274, and in November 1274 was on tbe Inqnest for Con- 
dover Hundred. We have further had Richard de Eton attesting a 
Golding Deed in 1294/ which is perhaps the most pertinent mention 
of the name which I could offer, seeing that the Deed is by Ralph 
de Pichford (III.)^ whose Vassal Richard de Eton probably was. 
Lastly, we have had frequent mention of another Richard de Eton, 
occurring from 1310 to 1888, and whom I conceive to have been of 
this place. 

Of Newton and Beche, possibly members of Little Eaton> but 
now lost like itself, I have said enough under Eaton Mascott and 
Pitchford.^ 


Cantlnp. 


It will serve much to perspicuity if, after noticing the two 
Manors in which De Pichford was a Tenant of De Chetwynd, or of 
St. Chad, we proceed with one of the Manors which he held of the 
Crown and as Heir of Normannus Venator. But before I proceed 
I should say a word about the natural but false idea which has 
associated this Vill with the illustrious name of Cantilupe. The 
Cantilupes, as Lords of the Honour of Montgomery, had many 
estates in Shropshire, and even in the neigbourhood before us. 
They had also a Tenant-interest in Brace Meole, acquired by an- 
other title, and such a title as might perhaps, per se, comport with 
the notion that they drew their origin from some Shropshire lo- 
cality. But the race of Cantilupe was famous before it was known 
in Shropshire. They were Normans undoubtedly, taking their 
name from one of those Yills of Cantilupe of which the Duchy con- 
tained several. These Norman Yills were called Cantilupe, I sup- 
pose, by the original settlers, whose labours of clearance or occu- 
pation had been inordinately 'disturbed by the ''wolfs long howP' 
resounding from adjacent forests. The Shropshire Vill of Cantlop 
must not be associated with any such etymology. The Norman 
Scribes whq wrote Domesday , prone as they were to Norman forms 
of speech, registered Cantlop with Saxon simplicity and in the fol- 
lowing terms.— 

'* Normannus holds Cantelop of Earl Roger. Edric held it (in 

*•» Supra, pp. 101, 106, 277. 
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Saxon times), and was a free man. Here is one hide^ geldable. 
The (arable) land is enough for iiii ox-teams. In demesne there 
are ii teams^ and (there are) vi Serfs and iiii Villains, with one team. 
Here is a Mill of 10s. (annual value). In King Edward^s time the 
Manor was worth 20«.; afterwards it was worth £4. 10«. {per 
ammm) : now it is worth 110s, '^^ 

Before I enter on a succession of details as to the Tenure of this 
Manor in the thirteenth century, it will be better to give a sum- 
mary statement. It was divided at some unrecorded period by Nor- 
maonus, or by one of his successors. The Feoffee of one moiety 
was some ancestor of the hereditary Foresters of Solas, the Feoffee 
of the other moiety was some Ancestor of the Arundels of Tet- 
neshull and Merebrook. In the thirteenth century the share of the 
Foresters of Solas went in marriage with a daughter of their House 
to Longslow of Longslow, and Arundel's share was sold to the 
Bumels. 

Now, the earliest known ancestor of the Foresters of Solas was 
Ulger Venator, one of the three persons entrusted by Robert de 
Belesme with the defence of Sridgnorth in 1102. The first Ralph 
de Pichford was cotemporarily distinguished in the siege of that 
Castle and on the side of the ELing. That the Castle was surren- 
dered in consequence of friendly communications between the Chiefs 
on either side, we know full well. The Defendants were further 
bribed by a promise of lands, to be given by the King. We know 
that Ulger Venator obtained such lands from the Crown. I have 
abready given most of these facts. I have suggested, from the his- 
tory of Little Srug and of Lee Srockhirst, that Ulger Venator was 
related both to Norman Venator and to the first Ralph de Pich- 
ford.^ Here, under Cantlope, we find a fieict strongly supporting such 
a theory. Ulger's descendants were the Feoffees of Norman's heirs. 
Surely Ulger himself got half Cantlope in the time of Henry I. by 
feoffment of Norman Venator, or of Ralph de Pichford. 

The son and heir of Ulger Venator was William fitz Ulger, living 
in 1156; the spn and heir of William fitz Ulger was the author of 
the following Deed, which passed about 1177-1187. 

" I, Robert fitz William, have given to the Abbey of Shrewsbury 
half the Mill of Cantelhope which William my Father in my presence 
bequeathed to the said Abbey. Witnesses, — William de Kacginton 
(Caynton), Adam de Orlenton (Orleton), William Clerk of the 
Poriet (Abbey Foregate), Richard fitz Siward, Martin fitz Secc, 

» Domesday, fo. 259, a, 1. | ^ Su^m, Vol I. p. 856. 
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William fitz Symeon^ Robert Clerk of Etdinis (perhaps E wdness) , 
Vivien Clerk. 

Another Deed includes in the grant the Suit of all the Grantor's 
land of Cantelhope^ to the said moiety of the Mill^ and is tested by 
WiUiam de Kaginton^ Adam de OrUnton^ William de Sancta Cruce^ 
Richard fitz Siward.^ 

Robert fitz William was succeeded in the Chief Forestership of 
Shropshire by his son^ Hugh fitz Robert. This was in 1203^ and 
Hugh fitz Robert was married in 1213 or 1214^ and died in 1249. 
Hugh fitz Robert seems to have given his share of Cantlop in frank 
marriage with one Alice (probably his daughter) to Hugh de Wlan- 
keslaue (i. e. Longslow). I think this was before the year 1228^ 
and that Hugh de Longslow is the person called Hugh de Wittokes- 
lawe in the following Pine. On May 31, 1228, one Walter fitz 
Walter, having impleaded Hugh de Wittokeslawe and Alice his wife, 
under writ of mort d'ancestre, for half a virgate in Cantelop, obtained 
a recognition of his right, viz. to hold it, he and his heirs, under 
Hugh and Alice and their heirs, at a rent of 2*. For this Walter 
paid half a merk. A comparison of dates leads me to suppose that, 
if this Alice was Hugh fitz Robertas daughter, she must have been 
daughter of a previous wife to the one whom he married in 1213-4. 
In 1253 we have Hugh de Wlonkeslo^ as Foreman of a Langley 
Inquest. In 1255 the Condover Hundred-Roll says that " Hugh de 
Wlonkesloy and John de Anmdel hold Cantolop for one hide of the 
fee of Pichfordy and pay 8rf. per annum for stretward and moifee, 
and do suit to the Hundred.^^^ The expression here used, the/<?€ 
of Pichford, is calculated to mislead. Cantlop as a Manor had no 
connection with Pitchford except that the Seignoral Lord of Cantlop 
was Tenant Lord of Pitchford. The Fee of Albrighton or the Fief of 
Be Pichford would have been correct expressions, when classifying 
any member of Norman Venator^s Barony. At the Assizes of 1256 
Hugh de Wlonkeslow oflSciated as Chief-Bailiff* of Condover Hun- 
dred. A Patent of May 11, 1270, appoints Justices to try a cause 
of disseizin alleged by John de Baskervyle against John de Arundel 
for a tenement in Cantilup. A second Patent of J\ily 2 substitutes 
Robert Corbet as Defendant. The connection between Robert 
Corbet of Moreton and the Arundels has already had our notice,* 
and will perhaps account for this change. On the other hand John 
de Baskervyle was probably father of Thomas de Baskervyle, — the 

» Salop Chartulary, Nos. 302, 177. * Vide supra, Vol. V. p. 102. 

* Mot. Hundred. II. 
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latter known to have had subsequently^ and the former perhaps 
having already, an interest in Eaton Mascott. 

At the Assizes of 1272 we have the two Coparceners of Cantlop at 
i^e ; and the statement of their ease is of much genealc^cal interest. 
Hugh de Longslow of 1256 had been succeeded by his son, another 
Hugh. The Suit was as follows. — *' John de Arundel seeks against 
Hugh de Wlankeslaue a moiety of 200 acres of boac in Cantelop, of 
which the Defendant disseized Petronilla, widow of John de Arundel, 
and mother of the present PlaintifF.^^ Hugh de Wlankeslaue states 
in reply, that '' Hugh fitz Robert gave the premises to Hugh, the 
Defendant's Father, in marriage with Alice, the Defendant's Mo- 
ther/' that '^ Hugh, his father, had died seized thereof, and, since 
then, Alice, his mother, had died seized thereof." So said the Jurors 
also, and the Defendant was dismissed sine die,^ The Condover 
Hundl^-Boll of 1274 alleges a pourpresture against Hugh de Wlon- 
keslawe, but in terms not intelligible. Apparently the pourpresture, 
which was of seven years' standing, and consisted in an appropriation 
of pannage, affected that part of the King's Bosc ofBuriwode which 
lay between the Manors of Condover and Cantlop. John de Pich- 
ford's name is associated with Hugh de Wlonkeslawe's, but with 
what meaning it is impossible to say.^ 

The Inquisition taken May 24, 1285, on the death of John de 
Pichford, mentions his Seigneury over only one moiety of Cantelop, 
which, said the Jurors, had been held by Hugh fitz John under the 
deceased by service of a fourth part of a knight's fee.® Here then is 
recurrent evidence of the mesne-tenure of the Foresters of Bolas 
still existing; for Hugh fitz John was Son of John fitz Hugh, and 
Grandson of Hugh fitz Robert above mentioned. Why the sub- 
tenure of Hugh de Longslow under Hugh fitz John was not noticed 
is evident. He owed nothing immediately to John de Pichford. It 
is not so easy to see why John de Pichford's seigneury over the other 
moiety of Cantlop is suppressed in this Inquest. He can hardly have 
alienated it, for the Statute of Quia Emptores had not yet passed.* 

On June 17 of this same year, 1285, a Fine was levied, whereby 
John de Arundel, Impedient, acknowledged himself to have given 
this other moiety of the Manor of Cantilupe to Robert Bumell, 
Bishop of Bath and Wells, for one Sore Sparrow-hawk. A rent of 
one Rose to Arundel and aU the services due to the Lords of the fee 
are charged on the Grantee and his heirs. Before I proceed with 


^ AuizeSf 56 Hen« III., m. 10. 
7 Sot Smudred, II. 93. 

VI. 


* InqnitUioiu, 13 Edw. I., No 14. 
» Vide Bupra, VoL V. p. 289. 
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an account of Bumel's moiety, I will conclude all I have to say about 
LongsloVs. A Writ of Diem clausit^ dated January 23, 1290, 
announces the death of Hugh de Wlonkeslowe. An Inquest, held at 
Shrewsbury on February 9, found that the deceased had held under 
Hugh fitz John a messuage and virgate in Cantelope, by service of 
one pound of cumin, which service was valued at l^d. The said 
messuage and land were worth 10«. per annum. He had also held 
10 acres of bosc in the King's forest, of which the last year's profits 
were only 1*. for pannage. Hugh, son and heir of the deceased, was 
now 40 years of age.^® At the Assizes of 1292, Hugh de Wlonkes- 
low was one of the two who chose the other Jurors for Condover 
Hundred. He was also a Juror on an Inquest of the same year on 
Bishop Bumel's death. At his death however, in 1314, the Inquest 
says nothing of any estate held by him at Cantlop. This may be 
explained by the Nomina VUlarum of 1316, where Nycholas de 
Fycheford appears as Lord of half Cantelhop.^^ As the elder branch 
of the Pichfords had ere this vanished from Shropshire history, this 
Nicholas was probably a Cadet. Under whom he held half Cantlop 
I cannot teU.^^ 

As to Bumell's moiety, the Inquest taken in December 1292, on 
the Bishop^s death, says with some inaccuracy that he had held 
48«. %d, rent in Cantelop, under the heirs of John de Arundel, by 
service of a fourth part of a knighfs-fee. Sudi service we know 
was not due to those heirs, but if due to any one, then to some one 
holding over the said heirs. 

The Inquest taken in June 1294, on the death of Philip Bumel, 
says that he held a rent in Cantelhope under the Lord of Pychford, 
thus ignoring any mesne tenure of Arundel's heir. Lastly, the 
Inquest taken in October 1315, on the death of Edward Bumell, 
values his interest in Cantelhope at 32«. per annum, and says that 
he held half the Manor under the Lord of Chetwynd. This I 
conceive to have been a mere mistake, arising in the false idea, 
before noticed, that Cantlop was of the Fee of PUchford. 

Of Undertenants here, I have only one to mention, viz. 
Thurstan de Cantelhop, a Juror on a neighbouring Inquest in June 
1294. 


» InqnitUiatUy 18 Edw. I., No. 16. 
" ParliametUary Fm^, TV. 398. 
u In 1343 Nicholas de Pichford is 
named as Tenant in capite of part of Cant- 


lop, that is, Mesne-Lord of 2 acres, pro- 
posed to be oonrejed by the Under- 
tenants thereof to Shrewsbuty Abbey (In- 
quit. 17 Edw. III., 2nd nos. No. 86.) 
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Domesday describes this Manor as follows : — " Siward holds 
Frodeslege of the Earl. He also held it (in Saxon times) and was 
free. Here is one hide, geldable. Here is a wood which will fatten 
100 swine, and here are iii hayes. The old value (of the Manor) 
was 10*. {per annum) ; now it is worth 8*.^'^ 

This was not the only Manor which Siward was allowed to retain 
by the Norman Earl. He also had Longville (now Cheney Long- 
ville) and Ovres at the date of Domesday, Whether he was iden- 
tical with that Siward who was dispossessed of so many Manors in 
Soath Shropshire, and of whom I have attempted to give some 
account imder Cleobury North, I cannot determine.* I think how- 
ever that he was not. Siward of Prodesley was more probably the 
same with Siward, surnamed Grossus, who has already occurred 
to us at a period later than Domesday, and in the company of Earl 
Koger.^ If Siward le Gros was, as Ordericus tells us, a kinsman 
of the Earl, there is no wonder that he should retain his Saxon 
estates. The only wonder is that they were not increased. This 
is not intended to throw doubt on Ordericus^s statement, which is 
strengthened by another consideration, — the name Siward is Danish 
rather than Saxon, and Earl Boger^s Great-grandmother was 3. 
Dane.^ 

Siward was probably succeeded in his estates by his son Aldred, 
of whom we shall hear more under Cheney Longville. I cannot 
trace the succession any further. Frodesley became subjected to 
the Fief of Eitz Alan, and though one Roger fitz Siward appears 
in company with the first William fitz Alan in Stephen's reign, and 
though a Richard fitz Siward appears in the same position soon 
after the accession of Henry II., I doubt if these persons were 
descended from Siward le Gros or had any concern in Frodesley. 
In fact, I question whether Frodesley was annexed to Fitz Alan's 
Fief so early; for the lAber Niger of 1165 gives neither a Fitz 
Siward, nor any other Tenant of Fitz Alan whom I can associate 


^ Domesday, fo. 259, b. 

2 Supra, Yol. III. pp. 22, 23. 

•Supra, Vol.1, p. 112. 

* Compare Mist. Shrewsbury^ II. pp. 


2, 4, where fche Writer's designation of 
Siward as a "Saxon Gentleman" need 
not be taken as the result of mature con- 
sideration as to his origin. 
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with Frodedey. In 1167 the Vill of Frodeslega was amerced half 
a merk for some offence against the Forest-Laws. 

The first Lord of Frodeslejr after this period, whom I can name 
with any probability, was Robert Hunald or Hunaud. At the 
Assizes of 1203, Augnes, widow of one Robert, sued him for dower ; 
but he declined to plead, saying that the tenement out of which 
she claimed dower was held in Villainage. She called, I think (for 
the Record is defaced), her infant son to warranty, but was directed 
by the Court to sue the Defendant under Writ of mort d'ancestre; 
that is, I presume, her son was to establish his heirship before 
she could sue for dower.^ At the same Assizes Robert Hunont 
essoiffned his appearance against Robert Burdin and Agnes fitz 
Osbert in a plea of dower, his Essoignor being Richard Boscard : 
also Robert Hunald essoigned his attendance at the common sum- 
mons, his Essoifftior being Nicholas, his man. In March 1209 I 
find Robert Hunald assessed for imbladements within Regard of 
the Long Forest. His name stands between the assessments on 
Roger Sprenghose (of Longnor) and on the Vill of Dorrington, 
which consists weU with his supposed concern in Frodesley. 

William Hunald, who appears in 1221, was certainly of Frodesley 
He also held Marton under the Lords of Montgomery. At the 
Assizes of 1221 he excused his appearance in a plea against Enge- 
lard de Acton and Laurina his wife. His essoign was that which 
the Jurists called de malo veniendi, a term which is well explained 
in his case by the accompanying statement that he was beyond sea 
at St. James's. He had gone to visit the Shrine of St. James of 
Compostella, which we happen to know had been visited by John 
fitz Alan, his Suzerain, in the previous year. William Hunald's 
Suit and agreement with Roger Sprenghose of Longnor, dating in or 
about 1221, have already been recited.^ So also has the issue of his 
suit with Engelard and Laurina de Acton.' In 1231, William 
Hunald was amerced three merks because his hounds had been 
coursing without license. About 1234 we have John Honald attest- 
ing a Charter of Roger Sprenghose, already given. His position 
would well comport with the idea that he was Lord of Frodesley, 
but I find almost continuous mention of William Hunald at this 
period; that is, William Hunald occurs in 1231 and WiUiam Hu- 
nald again in 1235 without any proof that they were two persons, 
or that a John Hunald intervened, farther than is afforded by this 
testing clause. 

* Assizes^ 5 John, m. 5 dorto. \ * ' ^ Supni p. 52, and YoL IV. p. 124. 
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The Forest Surrey ci 1235 includes a View of the Bosc of 
Frodesle. Certain dwellings, held by the Villains of William 
Hunaud) had been erected therein, and these Villains had, both 
recently and for some time past, wasted the underwood of one part 
of the Bosc. The other part wan well kept. Oak-trees did not 
grow therein. 

In 1237^ William Hunaut appears as a Surety for a fine of 100 
merks then inflicted on Robert de Wudetcm for some trespass. In 
1240 we have William Honaud registered as holding a fourth part 
of a knight's-fee in Fredesleg under John fitz Alan.® In November 
of the same year he was one of the special Justices appointed to 
try an assize between the Abbots of BuUdwas and Haughmond. 
In 1246 he appears on a great Inquest touching the Forest-rights 
of Thomas Corbet of Caus: he- occurs also in that year as Es- 
cheator for Shropshire.^ Early in 1248 I find a King's Writ 
ordering the Sheriff to discharge a certain duty, which belonged 
properly to the Escheator, because William Honald. was dead, and 
his successor not yet appointed.^^ In East^ Term 1248, his widow 
Laurencia sues John fitz Alan for a ninth part of the Manor of 
Frodleg as her dower. The Baron allowed the claim, and the lady 
gave up her damages.^^ Another suit, which this lady (caUed Lo- 
retta) had about her dower in Marton, shows that her son and 
heir, Thomas, was an infant ; that both William de Cantilupe (as 
Seigneural Lord of Marton) and John fitz Alan claimed his ward- 
ship ; and that, pending the dispute, Loretta concealed or removed 
[dongavU) her Son. 

The Condover Hundred-Roll of 1255 says that Thomas Unald 
holds Fredesleg for one hide under John fitz Alan. He paid 8rf. 
for stretward and motfse, and did suit to both County and Hundred.^ 
Another passage in the Record leaves it doubtful whether Thomas 
Hunald was yet of age. However, in 1256 he is on the list of 
those who, holding 15 librates of land, were not as yet Knights. 
In May 1259 Thomas Hunald was a Juror on a neighbouring In- 
quest. In 1262 it was reported to the Justices of the Forest, 
then in eyre, how that Richard fitz Hamon of Frodsley, being 
Woodwarden of Frodsley, had shot a stag on May 3, 1258. He 
appeared not in answer to the charge^ and the Justices ordered him 

^ TetUt de Neville p. 44. was taken. 

» Supra, Vol. IV. p. 265. It was pro- ^ InquisiHons, 82 Hen. HI., No. 9. 

bably while Sir William Hunald was Es- ^^ PUtoita apud Gloucetter^ 32 Hen. 

cheator that the undated Inquest given III., m. 10 dorso. 
under Worfidd (Vol. III. pp. Ill, 112) ^^ Sot, Sundred, 11. 62, 61. 
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to be outlawed^ but it was deposed that he was dead. In con- 
sequence of this trespass the Bosc of Thomas Hunald of Frodesley, 
which he had previously had iu his own keeping, had been seized 
in manu Regis. The said Thomas now appeared, and, for a fine of 
68. Sd., obtained repossession of his Bosc, Thomas Botterel and 
William, son of William de Drayton, being his Sureties.^' 

In 1270, Richard le Harpur and Sibil his wife sue Thomas 
Hunaud of Frodesleye for disseizing them of a tenement in Bam- 
neshurst. I suppose that Thomas Hunald was succeeded by William 
Hunald, and that the latter died in 1277-8; for an Inquest of 
6 Edward I., which spoke of William Hunold, and his estates at 
Frodesljsy and Marton, was probably an Inquest on his death.^^ It 
is, however, lost. 

The next whom I can take as Lord of Frodesley is John Hnnald 
or Honaud, whom we have seen attesting a Wilderhope Deed about 
1292.^'* Frodesley, that is, the Seigneury, was one of the Manors 
given to Philip Bumel in marriage with Matilda Fitz Alan. Hence 
the Inquest taken May 28, 1295, after the said Philip^s death, 
says that John Hunaud held Frodesley under him for half a knight^s- 
fee. The Manor was extended at £12.^® This John Honaud, being 
returned as a holder of 20 librates of land in Shropshire, was sum** 
moned in 1297 to be in London on July 7, with horse and arms, 
for service beyond the seas.^^ In the Nomina Villarum of 1316, 
John Honaud was duly enrolled as Lord of Frodesley .^^ 

Of Undertenants in this Manor I may instance Benedict de 
Frodesley and Bichard Hunaud, Jiux)rs on a local Inquest in May 
1249. The same Benedict occurs on Jury Lists of April and 
October 1253, on the Jury for Condover Hundred in 1255, and 
as amerced half a merk for some failure in Suretyship in 1262. 
Bichard Hunaud above-named was perhaps the same with Bichard 
de Frodeslegh, amerced 20^. in 1250 for keeping hounds within 
the Forest without license, and whose Surety, Bobert, son of Bo- 
bert de Drayton, was amerced 6s. Sd. in 1252. Meantime I find 
that in 1250 Geoffrey de Langley set arrentations on several parcels 
of forest-land occupied by Benedict de Frodesley, William Forester 
of Frodesley, and Boger, son of Boger de Frodesley. 

On November 25, 1277, a fine was levied whereby Boger, son 
of Benedict de Frodesley (Impedient) acknowledges his grant of 


" Floe. Foresta, 46 Hen. III., m. 4 
dor»o. 

" CaUnd, Inquit. Vol. I. p. 63. 


" Supra, Vol. IV. p. 101. 

i» InquisUions, 22 £dw. I., No. 45, d. 

»7 Part Writs, I. 671 ; IV. 398. 
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one messuage, 82 acres of land^ and 8 acres of meadow, to Roger, 
son of Boger de Frodesley, and the heirs of his body, paying a rose- 
rent to the Donor, and discharging all capital services. In default 
of such heirs, remainders are covenanted to William, the Grantee^s 
brother, and the heirs of his body, failing which, to Amice and 
Mai^ery, the Grantee's sisters, and the heirs of Margery. A Sore 
sparroW'hawk purports to be the consideration for this grant. At 
the Assizes of 1292 Roger ^de Frodesley appeared as Chief Bailiff 
of Condover Hundred. A Pine of 1293, to which Roger, son of 
Boger de Frodesley, was a party, has been given under Oaks. 

FBODBSLEY CHUBCH. 

This was, perhaps, originaUy one of the numerous daughters of 
St. Andrew's of Condover. The Assize-Roll of 1272 mentions it 
as a Church then existing. The Taofation of 1291 includes it in 
the Churches of Salop Deanery and Lichfield Diocese, and values 
it at £2. per annum.^^ In 1841 the Assessors of the Ninth call it 
a Chapel, and consider 159. as a fair assessment on the Parish, 
seeing that the Glebe-land, hay-tithes, and small-tithes constituted 
25*. of the Church-Taxation}^ The Vahr of 1534r-5 puts the 
preferment of Henry Ince, Rector of Froddesley, at £5., less 1*. 
for aynodals, and 5«. for procurations.^ 

BABLY INCUMBENTS. 

Hugh ns ALnENHAM having been presented to the Chapel of 
Frodeslegh, the Bishop, on November 29, 1306, entrusts him and 
his Chapel to the custody of Sir Thomas, Bector of Cound, which 
custody is to be revoked at the Bishop's discretion, if Dame Matilda 
Bumel, Patroness of the Chapel, and Hugh le Despenser request by 
letter that it may be revoked. Hugh de Haldenham resigned this 
Rectory on April 26, 1320, by his Proctor, John de Haldenham, 
and, on August 1 following, — 

Thomas Honold, Clerk, was admitted. Patron, John Honold, 
Lord of Frodesley. This Bector has a license for one year's study, 
dated March 29, 1329. 

BoBERT nE LoNGEDON was instituted to this Free Chapel on 
October 31, 1358. Patron, John Honold, Lord of Prodesley.'i 

John de Lonoenorle, presented December 4, 1361, by the same 
Patron, died in 1369, when, on September 20, — 

^ Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 244. I ^ Valor EeelenaHUm, III. 183. 

» Inquis, Nofuxrum, p. 192. I » Lichfield Beguters, A. foe. 19-l>, 
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Richard de Montegomebt was presexited by the same Patron. 
On June 18^ 1375^ this Rector exchanges preferments with — 

Hugh be Caus, Priest^ late Rector of Tong, who was presented 
here by John Hunald. He died in 1377, when, on July 25, — 

Roger pe Longgsdon was instituted, on presentation of John 
Honaud. He died in 1406, when, on September 20, — 

Reginald Scriven was presented, by John Scryren of Salop and 
Johanna his wife, daughter of John Honald.^ 


d^bers^ 


Otre is inadvertently inserted in one part of Domesday as a 
Manor of Earl Roger's demesne,* and is described thus. — ''In Ovre 
there is half a hide, geldable. It is worth 3^. {per annum). Seuuard 
held it in time of King Edward.'^ ^ Another part of the Record 
assigns Condover as the Hundred in which this Manor stood, and 
says that " Seward holds Ovre of the Earl. He had also held it 
(in Saxon times). Here is half a hide, geldable. Here are ii Vil- 
lains, with half an ox-team. Its former and present value was and 

is 38."^ 

I have noticed in a former Volume an instance where an omission 
in Domesday was instructive. Here we have a case where the very 
redundancies of the Record attest its substantive accuracy. 

Overs, as a Manor, or even as a Township, has never been heard 
of since Domesday. The place exists, being situated about a mile 
south-west of Ratlinghope, to which, parochially, it belongs. In 
Saxon times it was associated with Ratlinghope in another way; for 
Siward was Lord of both Manors. 

The evidence which has been given under Frodesley implies the 
forfeiture or failure of the line of Siward. We should consequently 
expect to find Overs as an Escheat of the Crown in the twelfth or 
thirteenth century, or else annexed by the Crown to some con- 
tiguous Barony or Manor. We find, however, no direct evidences of 
either circumstance. The history of Ratlinghope and Stitt, already 

69-b ; B. fo. 6. * 1 * Vide Yol. I. pp. 138, 129. 

» Blnkeway'B MSS. I ' '^ 2>oiiMM%,fo6.254,a»l; 269^b» 1. 


NBTLBT. 297 

giTen, is foil of anomalies. Ecclesiastical boundaries in this district 
were either undefined or actually changed. We have King Henry II. 
granting Stitt as if it were Boyal Demesne^ but we know not how it 
became so. If the King had thus dealt with Overs^ the process would 
have been intelligible^ but of Overs we hear nothing. We know 
that as a Manor it was annihilated; we may presume that it was 
annexed to some adjacent .Manor^ — -perhaps to the Abbot of Wig- 
morels estate at liatlinghope^ perhaps to one of the Abbot of Haugh- 
mond's estates at Stitt^ at Linley, or at Boveria, on the Long 
Mynd. 

But though we fail to point out the Seigneural Lord of Overs in 
the thirteenth century^ we know something of the Tenants ; for they 
took a name from the place^ and had possessions elsewhere^ which 
brought them into notice. This family of De Overs had an estate 
at Mucklewick, in Chirbury Hundred. They also held under the 
Mores in the " Fee of La More/' as it was then called. We shall 
therefore hear of them again when we come to the history of the 
Borders. Of their dealings in Overs I cannot certify a single fact ; 
for their grant of Little Radley Wood to Haughmond Abbey was, I 
take it, an incident of their tenure elsewhere. 

Here I shall give no more than the names of these presumed 
Tenants of Overs. — Madoc de Overes was succeeded by his son 
Robert before 1221. He had six other sons, viz. Eynun, Griffin, 
LeweUyn, Tudor, Wronou, and Madoc. Robert, his eldest son, was 
living in 1248, but was dead in 1255. 


fittlt^^ 


Domesday gives Netley in a sort of appendix, with five others of 
the smaller Manors of Earl Roger's demesne. — " The Earl himself 
holds Netelie. Elmar held it (in Saxon times] and was free. Here 
is one hide, geldable. The (arable) land would employ ii ox-teams. 
It is and has been waste. Its value (in Saxon times) was 12^. {per 
annum) "^ 

The manorial status of Netley was destroyed, probably by Earl 
Roger himself, and in pursuance of a design which would seem to 

^ Dametday^ fo. 259, b, 2. 
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have been entertained at the time of Domesdag. The land was 
evidently annexed to the Forest ; and though in the thirteenth cen- 
tury the VIU was partially repopulated^ no Teiiant-in-fee of the 
Manor ever occurs. 

In 1209 Richard and William de Netelegh and the men of Nete- 
l^h are charged with imbladements within Regard of the Long 
Forest.' In Langley's Forest-arrentation of 1250^ Ralph le Lung 
and other settlers at Netley are assessed in small sums. The period 
when its Manorial »taitu was restored to Netley does not come 
within my present scope. Nethelegh was, however, one of the places 
which were disforested by the Great Perambulation of 1300-1.* 


Ba^ston* 


This was one of the Manors which the Domesday Commissioners 
found William Pantulf to be holding under Earl Roger. Their 
remarks, which are evidently intended to question the propriety of 
such a tenure, must be given in the original Latin ; for I wiU not 
offer more than an opinion on their precise meaning. — '' Isdem WiU 
lelmus tenet Begestan. Edric tenuit de Episcopo de Hereford, et non 
poterat ab eo divertere, quia de victu 9U0 erat et ei presttierat tanium 
in vitd Slid. Ibi est i hida geldabilis. Terra est iii carrucis. In 
dominio est una fcarruca) et iiii Servi et ii Bordarii. ValebcU x 
solidos. Modo xxv solidos.^'^ 

I presume that Edric Sylvaticus had been the Bishop of Here- 
ford's Tenant of Bayston, and had paid him some unspecified rent 
in kind, so that the Bishop's Household was thus far maintained by 
Bayston. Hence, argued the Commissioners, the Manor could not 
divert (or be diverted) from the Bishop. The clause, et ei prastiterat 
tanium in vitd sud, is ambiguous. It may mean that Edric had ren- 
dered during his life certain produce in kind, or that the Manor 
had rendered certain produce during the life of the last Bishop of 
Hereford. In the former case, the allusion would be to the death 


* PlaeUa ForeH^ 10 John, m. 1 dom. 
It is worth obierring that the tenn iiBed 
is Be homimlnu de Netelegh^ whilst in all 
other cases where a oommonitj is assessed 
the word vUUUd u used, e. g. D« villatd 


de WeteUg, The infinrenoe is, that Netlej, 
though inhabited, was not reeogniied As a 
ViU, 

' Salop Ghartolaiy, Ko. 279. 

> Dome$da^, to. 257, a, 2. 
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of Edric Sylvaticqs in priaon^ a matter which we have before dia- 
caaaed;' in the latter oaae^ allusion would be to Walter^ Bishop of 
Hereford, who died six or seven years before Domesday. The posi- 
tion of the Domesday Commissioners^ that the Seigneury of Bayston 
could not lawfully be changed^ seems to have been deferred to moat 
implicitly. At no subsequent period have we the slightest appear- 
ance of a Pantulf interest in the Manor ; but whenever the Sei- 
gneural Lord is named^ it is the Bishop of Hereford. A branch of 
the House of Sprenghose held Bayston under the said Bishop in 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. The same branch also held 
Plaish^ but under different Lords. A Writ of King Henry III., 
dated at Ludlow, October 2, 1224, names Richard Sprengehose as 
one of the Yerderers of Shropshire, and as exempt from all future 
liability to serve on Assizes, Juries, or Recognitions,^ This Richard 
I take to have been of Bayston. In 1255 the Condover Hundred- 
Boll says that Richard Sprenchose (probably a second of the name) 
holds the vill of Beyston under the Bishop of Hereford. He paid 
the Bishop 20^. per annum, but did no suit either to County or 
Hundred, nor did he pay either stretward or motfee.^ Thus the 
immunities of this Manor were greater since it had been restored to 
the Church, for Domesday had registered it as geldable. 

In 1257 Richard Sprengehose and Robert Corbet appear as Sure- 
ties for an amercement set on Thomas and Philip Hord. Richard 
Sprenghose's attestation of a Wilderhope Deed about 1260 is the 
last occurrence of his name that I have to mention.^ 

William and Walter Sprenghose appear as Jurors on an Inquest 
of April 1283. The latter, according to the Feodary of 1284, was 
Lord of Baystan, holding it of the Bishop of Hereford, who held it 
of the King; but of the services due thereon the Inquest makes 
no mention. 

A Pulley Inquest of April 1290 was attended by Alan Sprenghose ; 
but Walter Sprenghose of Plash (and of Bayston) occurs again in 
1297.^ Lastly, we have Walter Sprenghose on a Preen Inquest in 
April 1301. In the Nomina Villarum of 1316, Richard Sprenghose 
appears as Lord of Plaish and of Beystan.^ His attestation of a 
Wilderhope Deed in this or the preceding year shows that he was 
styled of Plash.® By a Deed, dated at Beyston on June 25, 1864, 
Sir William Sprenchoes, Lord of Beyston, demises to Richard Barker 


> Supra, Vol. HI. p. 60. 

* Cla/H8. II. p. 623. 

* Hot Hundred, II. 63. 


»•• Supra, Vol. IV. p. 101. 
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a cottage for life^ reserving a rent of 2«.^ and suit^ every three weeks> 
to the Grantor's Court of Beyston. Witnesses, — Richard de Beys- 
ton, Roger Champeneys, and others.* 

As to Undertenants here, I shall only quote a cause which stood 
for trial at the Assizes of 1256, viz. whether Robert, son of Robert 
Penbroch, and Adam his son had disseized Roger le Charpenter of 
a noke in Beyeston. ' 


4lreat ^orton^ 


This was another of William Pantulf s Domesday Manors. — 
"The same William holds Nortone (of the Earl). Uluric held it 
(in Saxon times) and was a &ee man. Here is one hide, geldable. 
There is arable land (enough) for ii ox-teams. Here iii Villains 
and I Boor have one team. In King Edward's time the Manor was 
worth SOs. {per annum); afterwards it was worth 9^.; now it is 
worth 25*.'' 1 

The Seigneury of Norton, near Condover, remained long with 
the Barons of Wem. The probability that this place was visited by 
Henry I. has been already glanced at.* The King, having his head- 
quarters at Condover, might easily be at Norton accidentally, and 
being found there by the Abbot of Shrewsbury, might think the 
expediting of a Writ no interruption to the pleasures of the table or 
the chase. Such matters, I suspect, were as often transacted in the 
field as at the Council-board, for in those days the Chancellor's 
place was ever at the King's right-hand. 

At the close of the twelfth and the beginning of the thirteenth 
centuries, Dawley, Tibberton, and Norton were held, under the 
Pantulfs of Wem, by a younger branch of their hous^. In 1240 
this younger branch was extinct in the male line, and was represented 
by Coheirs. In 1255 two of these Coheirs, viz. Michael de Morton 
and Richard Irish {Hibemensis), were holding Norton, for one hide, 
of the Fee of Wem. The Manor owed neither streiward, motfee, nor 
suit of Court.' 

At the Assizes of 1256 a very remarkable and probably an er- 


* In poflfseesion of W. W. How, Esq. 
' Jkmetdojf^ fo. 257, a, %. 
» Supra, Vol. I. p. 34. 
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roneous decision was come to in a suit concerning land in Norton. 
One William fitz Thomas sned Michael de Morton for disseizing him 
of a messuage and half-virgate in Norton. Michael de Morton de- 
clined to plead^ alleging ^' that Northon was a member of Conedoure^ 
and that Conedoure was ancient demesne of the Crown^ wherein no 
Writ was current except the Parvum breve de recto claimim" The 
Jury affirmed this proposition^ and Michael was dismissed sine die.^ 

I have often explained how Writs of novel disseizin and some 
other Writs were excluded from operation in Manors of ancient de- 
mesne. It is possible^ nay it is certain^ that the jurisdiction of Norton 
had at this time been abstracted from Condover Himdred and 
attracted to the Court of Condover Manor.* Prescription therefore 
may have settled the franchises of Norton as identical with those of 
Condover; but the above suit was not determined on that ground ; 
it was determined on the ground that Norton was a member of 
Condover and so ancient demesne^ the fact being that^ in so far as it 
was not ancient demesne, it was not a member of Condover. 

It seems that Bishop Bumell obtained a feoffment of at least 
Michael de Morton's share of Norton. The Inquest taken in De- 
cember 1292 on the Bishop's deaths says that he had held 27s. 9d. 
annual rent in Norton under Michael de Morton by service of one 
rase. The Inquest^ taken in July 1294, on Philip Bumel's death, 
is quite consistent in stating that certain rents held by the deceased 
in Norton involved a suit to the Manorial Court of Conedodre.^ But 
an Inquisition of Bumell Tenures, taken at Cound in 1301, gives 
this Estate of Norton as realizing £1. 16s. 5d. per annum, and as 
having been held in socage, by PhOip Bumell, deceased, under 
Thomas Corbet.'^ I cannot explain this, and suspect some error of 
the Jurors. The Inquisition taken in October 1315, on Edward 
Bumell^s death, is much more intelligible. The Jurors valued the 
Yill of Norton jtuffta Condover at £2. 6d. per annum, and said that 
Edward Bumell had held it, free of all service, under the heirs of 
Michael de Moreton and of Reginald de Chames.^ Reginald de 
Charaes, be it observed, was another of the Coheirs of Pantulf of 
Tibberton and Dawley. The previous non-mention of his name as 
a Coparcener in Norton is no more a proof that he had no interest 
there than this Inquest is a proof that the heirsof Irish and Caverswell 


^ AssizM^ 40 Hen. III., m. 3. 

* A parallel case was the attaraction of 
Bobbington, Budge and Shipley to ClaTer- 
lej Manor-Court, as already noticed. Vide 


supra, Vol. III. pp. 166, 206, and 211. 
« InquisUums, 22 Edw. I., No. 46, c. 
7 InquitUions, 28 Edw. I., No. 24. 
■ InqHiaiUoiM^ 9 Edw. II., No. 67. 
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(the third and fourth coheirs of Pantalf) were extinct. I shall recur 
to the subject of these Coheirs again, and may dismiss my account 
of Norton with stating that in 1316 it was part of the dower of Alina 
Burnell^ Edward Bumell's Widow. 


J|ufl|)Iep* 


Domesday classifies the possessions of Wenlock Priory under the 
following title, yiz. Quod tenet ^cclesla Sancta Milburgtp. At the 
end of the list is this notice of a Manor, unnamed, but placed in 
Conodovre Hundred. — 

'^ Sancta Witburga holds half a hide, geldable ; and the Son of 
Aluric holds it of him (de eo). Here is one Villain with one ox- 
team, and there might be another (ox-team) here. It (the Manor) 
is worth 3^. (annually).''^ 

It is obvious that in this passage we should read MUburga far 
Witbvrgay and e& for eo. It is apparent, too, from what has been 
said under Burton, that Aluric, a Saxon Tenant of St. Milburg, in 
the time* of the Confessor, was represented at the time ot Domesday 
by his son Edric.^ This Edric was, in short, the only Feoffee of 
Wenlock Priory, alluded to in Domesday ; — and he held Burton and 
the unnamed Manor now under notice. 

That this Manor was Hughley there cannot be a question, for 
Hughley was the only Manor in Condover Hundred which will 
fulfil certain conditions of identity. It was held after Domesday by 
Wenlock Priory. So (it may be said) were Church Preen and Wig- 
wig, both in Condover Hundred; but then we know that Church 
Preen and Wigwig were acquired by the Priory after Domesday y and 
that in Domesday they appear by name, and in other hands. In 
fietct the negative proof is in this case, as in many others, unassailable. 
If the unnamed half -hide of St. Witburg be not Hughley, then the 
Manor so described in Domesday had no subsequent representative, 
and, if the Manor of Hughley be not the said half-hidey Hughley 
has no Domesday antecedent. 

» Domesdajf, fo. 262, b, 2. | > SupnK Vol. III. p. 800, 
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Edric fits Altmc^ though nntonched in estate at Domesday ^ was^ 
I imagine^ eventually dispossessed. Had the later Lords of Hugh- 
ley been his lineal heirs, they would probably have inherited Burton 
also ; but that Manor never appears after Domesday, except as a 
Manor held in demesne by Wenlock Priory. 

On the Other hand, Hughley was held from the twelfth to the 
sixteenth century by Feofibes of the Priory, at one uniform chief- 
rent of hs. The Estate in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries is 
always written as Lega or Lee, a word which I have elsewhere ex- 
plained to be nearly equivalent to Manor? This was one step in 
advance of the indistinctiveness of Domesday; but there were 
many Lees in Shropshire, and the second step (that by which this 
Manor was at length definitely known) was not taken till the end 
of the thirteenth century. It was then called Hugh-ley, the prefix 
being the Christian name of a former Lord of the Manor. This 
was a curious result ; for while the family had taken its name from 
the Lee or Manor, the Manor in turn took its distinctive name 
from one of the family. 

It is now my business to mark the succession of those Lees who 
held the Manor under Wenlock Priory, — a work which I cannot 
hope to accomplish with any certainty, seeing that my chief evi- 
dences are of the most indefinite character, viz. the testing clauses 
of undated Charters. 

Li 1120 we have seen Ranulf de Leges attesting a Charter of 
Wenlock Priory;* and him I take to have been Ancestor of 
Thomas de L^^, to whom, between the years 1169 and 1176, 
Peter, then Prior of Wenlock, made the following conditional grant 
of the Advowson of the Chapel of L^a : — Sciant presentes et fa- 
turi quod ego Petrus Prior de Wenloke concessu totius conventHs 
concessi Thome de Lega et heredibus suis in perpetuum liberam 
donacionem Capette de Lega et presentacionem Clerici ad eandem 
Capellam, ita guod Clericus, per presentacionem Thome sive here- 
dum suorum ab ipso institutus, aniequam mittatur in corporalem 
possessionem, vel aliquod beneficium de eddem Capelld percipiat, 
veniet ad Cenobium de Wenloke, tarn ipse guam Successores std, 
et coram Priore et Conventu jurabit, tarn ipse quam Successores 
sui, fidelitatem matrici Ecclesie de Werdok, et quod fideliter ser- 
vabit legata et cetera que ad matricem Eccksiam prestantur, et 
quod annuatim nomine pensionis duos solidos matrici Ecclesie de 
Wenloke in octabis Pentecostes in manu Sacriste persolvet. 7%o- 

» Supns VoL I. p. 148. | * Supra, Vol. IV. p. 134. 
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mas autem JuravU quod si Clericus predietam comoencumem non 
observaverit ipse eum ad observandam compellet, Preterea CapeU 
lanus fjusdem Clericijuralnt in Capittdo DecanatHs iUius, se fideliter 
servaturum legata et cetera que ad matricem ecclesiam pertinent, 
Predictus vero Thomas juravit se observaturwn radonabiles con- 
suetudines et sectas veniendi ad matricem Ecclesiam de JVenlok 
diebus festis, scilicet in die Nativitatis Domini, in transitu Sancte 
MtUmrge,^ in die Pasche, in die Pentecostes, in die Sancti Johamds 
Baptiste, et in die Invencionis Sancte Milburge.^ Hanc autem 
convencionem, quam Thomas se observaturwn juramt, heredes s»i 
post eum se observaturos jurabunt. Et ut hec convencio in pos- 
terum rata habeatur, presenti chyrographo confirmata est, ita quod 
in parte chyrographi quam Thomas haiet appositum est sigiUum 
Ecclesie de JVenlok, et in iUd parte quam habet EccUsia de JVen- 
lok appositum est sigillum Hugonis filii et heredis ipsius Thorns 
qui hanc convencionem fideliter observandam juravit ; et lieredes sui 
post eum jurabunt. Et quia predictus Thomas nunqtuim sigi/lum 
habuit, dictus Hugo filius et heres suus sigillum suum presenti 
scripto apposuit. Testes, Emaldus CapeUanus de Wenlok, Osbertus 
Capellanus de Lega, Warinus de Burwardesle, Philippus Jrater 
ejus, Alricus de Longenalra, Raduljus filius efus, Robertus nepos suus, 
Willelmus Bumell, Willelmus filius Odonis, Robertus Walensis, 
JValterus de Upton, Hugo frater ejus, Thomas de MillinghopaJ 

Thomas de Lee^ besides his son and heir Hugh^ had^ it seems, 
a brother William. Thomas and William are joint witnesses of 
that Corve Charter which I have ventured to date about 1180.^ 

I think that Hugh de Lee succeeded his father, Thomas, before 
the end of the twelfth century. His attestation of a Charter which 
has been given under Presthope points to such a conclusion.* In 
1203, we have him agreeing with his neighbour, the Lord of Ken- 
ley, in terms already set forth. At the Assizes of October 1203 
he appears as a Knight, empanelled to try causes of Grand Assize, 
Again, in 1206 we have had Sir Hugh de Lega as a Juror in an 
Oxenbold Suit.^^ On the Forest Assize-Roll of 1209 two ^'separate 


^'^ The TrantlaHon of St. MUbursfiB 
placed on May 26 (Butler's Lives of the 
Saints, Vol. II. p. 209). The Invention 
of 8t. Milhwrg (that is, the discovery of 
her dead body, as described above, Vol. 
III. p. 281) is a day which I cannot dis- 
cover in any Calendar. It would seem 
from l^e above to have been later in the 


year than June 24 (St. John the Baptist's 
Day). The day of her ObU was Febru- 
ary 28. 

7 Wenlock Register at Willey, fo. 7. 
Ingtmmewtum preseniadonU Scdesie de 
Hngh Life, 

» • • • w Supra, Vol. IV. pp. HI, 112 5 
VoL m. p. 290 ; Vol. IV. p. 21. 
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Regards (or Assessments of persons living within Regard) of the 
Long Forest are entered. The first exhibits the name of Reginald 
de Leges, followed by that of Matilda, a Widow, among the assessed. 
Lower down comes the name of Hugh de Lega as assessed for one 
acre in Easthope. The second Regard has the names of Hugh de 
Lega and Matilda^ a widow, consecutively ; but no Reginald is men- 
tioned. Now I cannot think that either this Reginald or this 
Hugh was Lord of Lee, much less can I say how they were related. 
They re-appear in 1221-2, at which date there was also a Thomas 
de Lega, more likely to have been Lord of this Vill than either 
Reginald or Hugh. At the Assizes of 1221, Reginald de Legh 
appears in a matter stated under Benthall ; and possibly he was the 
person whom I have noticed under Claverley.^^ If so, his profession 
would seem to have been the Law. In or about 1222 Reginald de 
Leya and Hugh de Leya follow each other as witnesses of a Deed 
of partition between Longnor and Frodesley ;^^ and later in the 
century Reginald de Lega has been seen attesting a Larden Deed.^* 
Thomas de Lega was, as I have said, cotemporary with Reginald 
and Hugh. His Suit with William de Harley in 1221 has been 
noticed under Harley.^* At the same time he appears as Surety for 
the amercement of Roger Sprenghose (11.) of Longnor. The fol- 
lowing Deed has already appeared under Acton BumeU, of which 
Manor, Fulwood was a member ; but I here repeat it, because it ex- 
hibits these three persons, Reginald, Thomas, and Hugh^ again in 
conjunction, a circumstance which will sufficiently indicate its date. 
In part, also, it shows their relations and positions. — 

" Know all men that I Reginald de Lega have given to Peter fitz 
Warin a noke of land in the Trench {trenched) of Fulewode, which 
(noke) is contained in a Charter of my Lord, William Burnell. 
Witnesses, — Thomas de Lega, Hugh his brother, Richard de Lega, 
Roger Malveisin, Roger Sprengehos^ and others.''^^ 

So then Reginald de Lee was a Feoflfee of William Burnell, and 
calls William Burnell his Lord, which does not look as if he him- 
self was Lord of Lega. Also wc see that Thomas and Hugh de 
Lega were brothers, and that Thomas, as being evidently the eldest, 
was probably Lord of Lega. 

Placing this deed between the years 1220 and 1225, 1 think that, 
about the latter year, Thomas de Lega was succeeded by Hugh de 


" Supra, p. 232. 

" Harleiaii MJSS. 1396. fo. 253. 


" Supra, Vol. III. pp. 274, 93, 101. 

» Supra, p. 53. 

« Supra, Vol. TIT. p, 307. 
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Lega; but I think also that this Hugh was more probably the son than 
the above-named brother of Thomas. We have had Hngh de Lega 
attesting a Badger Deed at about the period of this supposed sue- 
cession,'* and a Middleton-Prior's Deed of March 12, 1227.^^ Be- 
tween 1234 and 1256 we have Hugh de Lega attesting various 
Deeds already cited under Broseley^Hatton, and Arlscot. In the same 
interval he is named under circumstances which show that he was a 
Knight,^^ and his position on an important Inquest of 1258 is not 
less than knightly.^' At the Inquest of 1255 he was Foi^man of 
the Jurors for Wenlock Liberty, which Jurors declared that "Hugli 
de Lega was Lord of the Vill of Lega, and held it of the Prior of 
Wenlock, and paid 5*. annual rent to the Prior/' He did suit to 
the Prior's Court by qffvrciament, as his Ancestors had done suit 
to Condover Hundred till the reign of Richard I. The Vill was 
stated to contain ha^f a hide, — exactly its Domesday measurement, 
and its only Domesday name.^ The Jurors of Condover Hundred 
also adverted to the withdrawal of Hug'-Leg' from their Franchise. 

Various documents of June 1259^ February 1262, and November 
1271, exhibit Hugh de Lega as a Yerderer of the Shropshire 
Forests. Various Charters passing during the same or a little wider 
period have him as a witness. These have been given under Farlow, 
Wilderhope, Brockton, and Longnor. In two instances out of the 
four he is styled Lord of Lega. Before October 1282 he was de- 
ceased. His wife was Elena, a daughter, if not the heiress, of the 
Lees of Calvington, which Lees were, I think, themselves Cadets of 
the Lees of Lega. Hugh de Lega and Elena his wife concurred in 
enfeoffing Edmund (evidently their younger son) in whatever they 
had at Calvington. 

Their Deeds in this matter, belong to a future Chapter, but I may 
state here that Edmund de Lee's quit-rent for Calvington was made 
payable to the heirs of Hugh and Elena, at Lega. 

The eldest son of Hugh de Lega was named Reginald. In 1275 
BiCginald de Leye appears as one of the Assessors of the tax called 
tlixe fifteenth, in the Counties of Salop and Stafford. In October 
1282 he occurs as a Knight. He presented to the Church of 
Hughley in that month, and in December 1313. As Reginald de 
Leye he appears as Lord of Leye in the Nomina Fillarum of 1316.^^ 
A charter dated 11 Edward III. (1337-8) belongs either to him or 


w • V Supra, Vols. II. p. 71 ; ni. p. 
341, n. 

w Supra, Vol. III. p. 112, n. 


*' Abhremaiio Plaeitorumt p. 129. 

» Rot Hundred. II. 86, 68. 

^ Parliamwiwy WriUy IT. 897. 
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a saccesaor of the same name. Thereby '' Burga^ Lady of Wyllelegh 
and of Kenlegh^ in her widowhood^ grants to Reginald^ Lord of 
Legh, two assarts and one parcel of land in Kenlegh as they were 
assarted in the time of her late husband Sir Richard de Harley.^^ 

One or two Undertenants or Cadets of this family have yet to 
be nained. In 1221 we hare Henry de Lega as Surety for Gerin 
Bornell. In 1269 Hugh de Leye^ Clerk, attests a Hawksley Deed. 
A Hugh de Lee of 1283 has appeared with his wife Alice, appa- 
rently widow of Philip of Church Preen. 

A word now as to the continuous Seigneury of Wenlock Priory 
over this Manor. We have seen it represented by a Chief-rent of 
5». in 1255. The Ecclesiastical Taxation of 1291 gives among the 
Temporalities of Wenlock Priory a rent of 5*. from Leye.^ 

The Foreign Rent-Roll of the Priory drawn up in 1514-5 includes 
an item of 6#. receivable from William Gataker for Hugh Lye.^ 
The printed Valor of 1584-5 does not give the items which went to 
make up the Foreign Rental of the Priory. The Ministers' Accounts 
of 1541-2 are more specifiq and include this one of 5s. from Hugh- 
ley.2* 

THE CHURCH. 

Hughley was within the bounds of that spiritual jurisdiction so 
often mentioned in former Volumes, — the Fief of St. Milburg. Its 
Chapel therefore, founded, as we have seen, before the year 1 176, was 
an affiliation of the Church of Wenlock. The Lords of the Manor 
then obtained the Advowson from the Priory ; but the Presentee of 
the said Lords was at all times to pay over to the Mother Church all 
Legacies and things belonging thereto^ and was also to pay an annual 
pension of 2s. in token of subjection. 

' In the Taxation of 1291 the Church of Huley, or Heweleye, in 
the Deanery of Wenlock and Diocese of Hereford, is registered as 
of less than iS4. annual value.^^ 

Bishop Charlton^s Confirmation to Wenlock Priory, dated May 
23, 1331, does not include Leye among the Dependent Chapels of 
Wenlock Church, but sanctions the pension receivable from the 
Church or Chapel of Leye.*^ The reason of this distinction is 
obvious, if we compare the history of Hughley Church with that of 


» Dugdaltffl MSS. Vol. XXXIX. fo. 78. 
* Fope Nick, Taxation^ p. 164. 
^ Begister of Wenlock, fo. 89. 


* Jfoncuticon^ V. 81. 

" Pope Nick. Taxation, pp. 167, 176. 

V Patent, 22 £dw. UI., p. 3, m. 84. 
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the Churches of Benthall, Biirton^ Shipton^ etc.^ whose dependence 
was complete. 

The Assessors of the Ninth in 1341 do not seem to have con- 
sidered Hughley as a distinct Parish. The Valor of 1534-5 gives 
the preferment of Roger Strenger, Rector of Hughlye, as £4. 1 Sa. Sd., 
less a pension of 2s., still payable to the Prior of Wenlock^ and less 
6d,, payable to the Archdeacon for Synodals.^ The same Record 
gives a Portion of 3*., receivable by the Priory of Wenlock from the 
Vill of Huglye. This I take to be the same thing as the Pension, 
but inaccurately expressed as to amount. The Minister's Accounts 
of 1541-2 confirm this view, for one asset of the late Priory is a 
Pension of 2s. fix)m the Vill of Hughley .^' 

EABLY INOTMBENTS. 

OsBERN, the Chaplain named in the Deed of 1169-76, was pro- 
bably only a Deputy of the real Incumbent of Hughley. On 
October 8, 1282,— 

Sir Adam de Mokleston was instituted to the Chapel of Leye. 
Patron, Sir Reginald de Leye. On December 14, 1289 — 

Sir John de Lyth, Chaplain, was instituted. Same Patron. 

Hugh de Leye, Clerk, was instituted December 26, 1313. Same 
Patron. 

Thomas de Hoppeleye, on August 31, 1370, exchanged the Firee 
Chapel of Huglegh for the preferment of — 

William de Herdavyke, late Rector of St. Andrew^s, Worces- 
ter, who continued here till 1390. 

Sir Reginald db Hughleye, Chaplain, was admitted to this 
Free Chapel January 6, 1391. Patron, Roger de Hughleye. 

William de Whityngeslowe, Rector of the Chapel of Huggley, 
occurs in 1398. He resigned in 1415, and had a pension of 6 merks 
assigned ]to him out of the benefice. 


Cre$iiQiase. 


It is seldom that Domesday preserves a Saxon orthography so 
nearly as in this case. The Cristesache of Domesday is the 

» Valor JSccletiastioug, HI. 209, 216. | '» MonatHcoih V. 81. 
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Cjuftef-ic, or (^risfs-oak of the Saxon jera. The name probably 
originated at the period when Christian Missionaries first taught 
the Gospel to heathen Saxons. The wide-spread oak-tree gave 
appropriate and natural shelter to the Votaries of a simple but as 
yet unorganized Religion. In primitive states of society, or where 
institutions have been fluctuating and unsettled, trees have often 
served as places of dwelling or resort. A tree on the plain of 
Mamre was the guest-chamber of the Patriarch Abraham. Abra- 
ham's Oratory at Beersheba was a tree (or grove) planted by him- 
self. DeboraVs Hall of Judgment was a Palm-tree in Mount 
Ephraim. A tree in Ramah was one of the hypsethral Palaces of 
King Saul. 

We are told that the spot where Christ's-oak grew at Cressage 
was afterwards occupied by a Stone Cross ;^ but whether this is said 
as a matter of tradition, or only of opinion, I cannot ascertain. 
The thing is probable enough in itself. It is also probable that the 
original ChrisVs-oak suggested to a later but long bygone generation 
the idea of naming a second tree in this Parish. The Lady-Oak 
(so called in honour of the Virgin Mother) was a monument of 
ages, and existent in our time;^ nay, in some sort, it may be said 
to exist still. 

Domesday describes Cressage in the following terms. — " Rannulf 
Peurel holds Cristesache of Earl Roger. Edric held it (in Saxon 
times), and was a free man. Here are one hide and a half, geldable. 
In demesne there are iii ox-teams; and viii Serfs, vii Villains, xi 
Boors, and iiii Cottars have iiii teams, and yet there might be two 
more teams here. Here is a Fishery of Ss. (annual value), and a 
Wood which will fatten 200 Swine. In King Edward's time the 
Manor was worth 110«. [per annum). Now it is worth j610. When 
he (Rannulf) received it, it was worth £6.''' 

We may presume that the Fishery of Domesday was a Weir in 
the River Severn, and that the Domesday wood is that which is now 
known as Cressage Park. It is more difficult to trace in modem 
Cressage *any such extraordinary agricultural capabilities as will 
account for the Domesday estimate of 6 ox-teams, and £6. 13«. 4(/., 


' In support of thiB, Mr. Blftkeway 
quotes a Shrewsbury Burgess-Boll of 12 
Bdw. II. (1318-9). Among the admitted 
is John, son of Boger atte Cros, of Ores- 
sich,!! butcher. Mr. Blakeway adds that 
the Stone Oroas gare way in turn to a 


Market-Gross, which latter was removed 
in his time. 

' The Lady-Oak was nearly destroyed 
by fire about the year 1816. Its present 
remams form one of my Illustrations. 

' Domesday, fo. 256, b, 2. 
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as the proper Btock, and the actual value, proportioned to a hide of 
land. I cannot help thinking that Creasage was aUowed to stand 
in Domesday as a Manor of 1^ hides by special favour then shown, 
or under some unrecorded immunity of Saxon origin. The area of 
the modem Parish is 1900 acres, or 1266 acres to the Domesday 
hide. This is an unusual proportion. I have not, at present, 
found any other hide of the Shropshire Domesday, which I can 
calculate to be represented by so much as 1000 acres of modem 
measurement. 

Of Ranulf Peverel, and his traditional relations to William the 
Conqueror, I have spoken at some length already.* 1 have denied 
all probability that he was the father of those Peverels who figured 
in Shropshire during the reign of Henry I. I have suggested that 
William Peverel, called of Essex or of London, was the successor and 
only son of Banulf Peverel. Now all that we know surely about 
William Peverel of London or Essex is that the Barony of himself 
and his Sister Maud escheated to the Crown in the reign of King 
Henry I. and before the year 1130.^ In perfect consistency with 
this, I shall presently show a probability that Cressage was in the 
Crown at or about the time of Henry II.'s accession. But a diflSculty 
here besets me. I cannot show that Cressage was in the Crown 
continuously from the forfeiture of William Peverel of London till 
the accession of Henry II. The only evidence I have on the point 
implies that it was not ; for a Document of the year 1203 declares 
Cressage to have been of the Fee of Peverel of Nottingham, This 
means that it was a member of the Barony forfeited by the last 
William Peverel of Nottingham in 1154-5, for the crime of poison- 
ing the Earl of Chester. The only solution of this difSiculty is by 
supposing that Peverel of Nottingham succeeded to part at least of 
the escheated estates of Peverel of London.® To deduce inferences 
firom suppositions is a most unscientific procedure, especially in a 
matter which promises much to further inquiry into facts. Suffice it 
to say that there is much more probability that Peverel of Notting- 
ham was nearly related to Peverel cf London/ than to those other 
Peverels of Henry I.'s time, whom Dugdale has represented as sons 
of Ranulf Peverel, and as half brethren of the first William Peverel 
of Nottingham. 


« Supra, YoL II. pp. 104^ 105. 

* Rot. Pip, 81 Hen. I., p. 135, and 
Tuta de NeviU, p. 194s b. 

* I am infimned bj a yety competent 
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Cressage^ whether as an Escheat of William Peverel of London^ 
of William Peverel of Nottingham^ or of both in tom^ reached the 
hands of Henry II.; for that King it mnst have been who annexed 
it to the Fief of De Lacy. I think too that such annexation was 
later than 1165; for Hugh de Lacy^s return of that year^ enrolled 
in the lAber Niger, contains no evidence that he was then Seignenral 
Lord of Cressage. It was however annexed to his Barony before the 
year 1180^ and he had enfeoffed Almaric de Lacy^ perhaps his bro- 
ther, therein. I know this from the Forest-BoU of 1180, in which 
AmavH de Lad is assessed Is. for an mbladement of 7 acres of 
wheat in Cristesech. It does not appear that Almaric de Lacy was 
involved in the disgrace which befell his Suzerain in 1181. ^ In 1186^ 
the year after Hugh de Lacy's death, the Justices of the Forest set 
a fine of 100». on '* Almaric de Lad's Vill of Cristesech/' for some 
default. A Writ of the King cancelled the whole amercement, and 
in favour of Almaric de Laci himself. I conclude that he died in 
1185-6, for, in the latter year, the Sheriff accounts to the Crown for 
a sum of jE4. Is, 6d,, beng the ferm of Cristesech, the land cf AtnaU 
ric de Lad. Also the Sheriff of Herefordshire accounted 37^. for 
the issues of the land of Proma, the land of AnuUric de Lad. Castle- 
Frome, I should observe, had been held by Almaric imder Hugh de 
Lacy. The reason, I presume, why these Escheatures fell to the 
Crown was because the Barony of Hugh de Lacy was in manu Begis. 
In 1187 I find the Sheriff of Herefordshire rendering account at the 
Exchequer^ of 100^. for issues of the land, late Almaric de Lacy's. 
I conclude that soon after this, Almaric de Lacy's heir obtained 
livery of his estates by composition wit^ the Crown. 

Of Gilbert, son of Almaric de Lact, I have given some ac- 
coimt^ under Hamage, a manor which he held of Fitz Alan. At the 
Assizes of October 1203, the Jurors of Condover Hundred made the 
following presentment. — ^^ Gilebert de Lasci holds Cristesac, which 
is of the Fee of Peverel of Nottingham, under Walter de Lasci. It 
is worth £10. {per annwn). The Jurors know not what service he 
(Gilbert) owes to Walter de Lasci. Walter de Lasci holds it (the 
Manor) of the Lord King/*® A Writ of Henry III/s, dated May 
2, 1222, is in favour of Gilbert de Lacy, Lord apparently of the 
Wiltshire Manor of Bretword.^ Some Forest Pleas, recorded on the 
Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 1231, contain an amercement of one merk 
against Gilbert de Lascy of Cristesech. Gilbert de Lacy died about 

7 Vide flupns Vol. V. pp. 265-6. | » Roi. Clout, VoL I. p. 496. 

* AtaizM, 6 John, m. 2. 
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1233^ leaving a Widow^ Eva de Baillol^ and a son and heir, Gilbert, 
already noticed under Hamage. 

This second Gilbert de Lacy is he whom a Herefordshire Feodary 
of 1243 registers as holding Castle Prome, a Manor of four hides, 
under the heir of Walter de Lacy, for one knight's-fee.^^ 

On September 21, 1249, Gilbert de Lacy (II.), called in this 
instance Gilbert de Frome, was dead. His son and heir, Adam, 
was imder age and in ward to Matilda de Lacy, then widow of Peter 
de Greneva, but afterwards wife of Geoflfrey de Genevill.^^ Gilbert 
having died in debt to a certain Jew of Hereford, a King's Writ 
now allows to the said Matilda that neither the principal nor in- 
terest of such debts shall be demanded till Adam should come of 
of age.^^ In Michaelmas Term of this same year, 1249, 1 find that 
Agnes, widow of Gilbert de Lacy, impleaded Matilda de Lacy for 
her dower, viz. for a third of the Manor of Cristesich and a third of 
the Manor of Cai^tel-fromme. The Defendant not appearing, the 
lands were ordered to be seized for the Crown, and the case to be 
reheard on the Quinzaine of Easter (1250) }^ It is evident that, in 
Cressage at least, Agnes eventually recovered her dower. 

In Michaelmas Term 1253, the Abbot of Buildwas appears with 
a claim upon Cressage, probably in the nature of a mortgage. His 
suit lay against Geoffrey de Genvill and Matilda (de Lacy) his 
wife ; but they came to this agreement : — Geoffrey and Matilda de- 
mised the Manor of Cristeseche (except the dower of Agnes, 
mother of Adam de Lacy) to the Abbot, for a term of nineteen 
years, as specified in a certain Chyrograph. The Abbot paid for 
this the large sum of 200 merks,^^ which may be taken as an indi- 
cation of what the value of a wardship was in those days. 

The Hundred Roll of 1255 says, with great accuracy, that " the 
Abbot of Buildewas holds Cristeseche of Dame Matilda Lacy for a 
term.'' It was now set down as half a hide, a still further dimi- 
nution of its low Domesday hidage. But its immunities were such 
as to leave any question about its hidage immaterial. It paid 
neither stretward nor niotfee: it did suit neither to County nor 
Hundred.^^ 

The Abbot of Buildwas's occupation of Cressage during the mi- 
nority of Adam de Lacy will be illustrated by what I shall have 
to say of the Undertenants in the Manor. At the Porest Assizes 


w Testa de Nevill, pp. 65,68. 
" Ck)mpare Vol, V. p. 240. 
« Eot Fimum, II. 61. 


» Supra, Vol. V. p. 273, note 62. 
" PlacUa, 37, 38 Hen. III. mm. 2, 6. 
» Rot, Bundred IT. 62. 
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of 1262 Dame Agnes de Cristesech, as she is styled*, was amerced 
2s. for vert. Cressage was curiously involved in another matter 
at these Assizes. A Hind (bissa) had been struck by an arrow 
from some unknown hand in the Chase of Sir Ralph le Butiller 
of Wem. The King's Foresters had tracked the animal^ apparently 
through a long and circuitous flight ; for the hind had fallen dead 
in the Haughmond Bailiwick of the Forest, and the Vill of Cres- 
tesech was one of those which were amerced on the occasion. 

In October 1268, it would seem that Adam de Lacy was in 
possession of Castle-Frome, for Walter de Neget was then implead- 
ing him for disseizin there. 

A Writ of February 1271 indicates that Adam de Lacy was in 
possession of Cristesach. A fence, erected by Adam de Lacy of 
Castlefrome and others in Cristesach, was objected to by the Abbot 
of Buildwas^ and the matter was ordered for trial at law. It will 
be observed that at this time Adam de Lacy must have been of more 
than full age (for he was born before September 1249), and yet that 
the term of 19 years guaranteed to the Abbot of Buildwas in 1253 
could not have expired. This puzzle is solved by a fortuitous piece 
of evidence. " At Easter (April 5) 1271, A. (that is Adam), Abbot 
of Buildewas, acknowledges himself to have received from Adam de 
Lacy, Lord of Frome-Castle and of Cristesech, the sum of 15^ 
merks, he being bound to the Abbot in the sum of 25 merks, for 
two thirds of the Manor of Cristesech which (two thirds) the Abbot 
lately had at ferm from Sir Geoffrey de Genevill and Matilda his 
wife, and into which Manor the said Adam de Lacy entered and 
ejected the Abbot, the term granted by the said Geoffrey and 
Matilda being as yet unexpired. The Abbot further quit-claims 
all remaining right in the said two thirds of Cristesech.^'^® So 
then, Geneville^s lease was longer than he was entitled to grant, 
and yet the wronged heir thought it best to compound for his Su- 
zerain's injustice. 

We have had Adam de Lacy attesting a Condover Deed in 1284, 
and the Feodary of that year notes him as holding Cristerdech of 
Geoffrey de Genevill and Matilda his wife, who held it in capite. 
In 1292, Emeric {i.e. Almaric), son and heir of Adam de Lacy, was 
represented by the Jurors of Condover Hundred as claiming to hold 
a free court twice a year in Cristesech, as also to assize bread and 
beer. Nothing followed from this presentment, for the said Emeric 
proved to be under age. He was still under age in 1297, for the 

'• Bkkewaj, — from the Newport Evidence*. 
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Betum to a Writ of May 24 says that the heirs of Adam de Lacy, 
being holders of 20 lAbrates of lands in Herefordshire, were under 
age, and in ward to Geoffrey de Genevyll.^^ I do not find that 
Almaric de Lacy ever came into possession. John de Lacy, who 
succeeded, was more probably his brother than his son. In 1311 
and 1313 this John de Lacy was a Knight of the Shire, returned 
for Herefordshire, and on August 15, 1314, he was to appear at 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne for military service against the Scots.'® In 
the Nomina FiUarum of 1316 he appears as Lord both of Castle- 
Froome and Crissage, — a proof that he survived the great carnage 
of Bannockburn. 

My evidence as to how this line of Lacy of Cressage ended in a 
female (Elizabeth, wife of Walter de Baskervill) is very imperfect, 
and I must be content to state one prominent difficulty in a note,^* 
and to suppose that the said Elizabeth was daughter or granddaughter 
of John de Lacy above-named. Her Descendants have been already 
given in a Tabular Pedigree,^^ Their successive interests in Cressage, 
and the ultimate failure of her line, I have also traced.^^ In addition 
to what I have said imder Lawton, it is worth stating that on March 
10, 1401, the King gave the custody of Thomas Foulshursfs lands, 
and the marriage of his heir (Thomas Foulshurst^ Junior), to Wil- 
liam Venables of Kinderton, a near relative of the Ward. A Mor- 
timer Feodary of 1414 gives John de Senes as holding a fee in Cras- 
sach of that Barony. John de Senes, be it noted, was then Thomas 


^ ParUameiUaty WriU, I. 286. 

" ParliametUary Writs, IV. 1063. 

^' Mr. Blakeway quotes a Deed of *' 1 
Edw. ni." (1327-8) whereby " Juliana de 
Lacy, Lady of OrysBagh, grants to Edward 
Bnmell, Lord of Langley, oertain rights 
of road in Oryssagh.*' This Deed was 
sealed with a Goat of Arms; Tiz. Two 
bends (on the dexter side), empaling some 
obliterated coat, which we may assume to 
have been that of Lacy of Cressage. Mr. 
Blakeway conjectures that this Juliana 
wins *'wife of Richard, son of Roger de 
Baskervill.'' 

Now a reference to the Pedigree already 
giyen (Vol. V. p. 102) will show that 
Juliana, wife of Richard de Baskervill, 
cannot have been identical with Juliana 
de Lacy who in the above Deed of 1827--8 
is clearly a Widow : for Richard de Bas- 


kervill was Uying in 1339. 

But Mr. Blakeway's Deed is probably 
misdated, for enough has been said under 
Langley to show that Edward Bumell was 
not Lord of that Manor so early as 1327--8. 
Still the name Juhana, being common to 
the Lady of Cressage and to the wile of 
Richard de Baskervill, is small proof of 
their identity. In disproof thereof we 
haye authentic assurance that the Ladjf 
of Oreuage who married a Baskervill was 
named Elizabeth, and that her husband 
was not Richard, but Walter, Richard's 
son. Also the arms on the dexter side of 
the above shield are not Baskervill arms. 
I think Juliana^ Lady of Cressage, came 
between John de Lacy and Elisabeth de 
Lacy, but in what way it is vain to con- 
jecture. 

» • a Supra, Vol. V. pp. 102, 107-109. 
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FooldiiiTsf B Ghiardian. William Fotdshurst^ the last of Elizabeth 
de Lacy's descendants^ died in 1439; and it iscurions to observe the 
various false claims which were made upon Cressage before it es- 
cheated to Richard, Duke of York, as Lord of the Pee.^*— 

1. Sir John Baskervill claimed Cressage as being descended from 
Bichard, Brother of Walter de Baskervill. A glance at the pedigree 
will show how this was a valid title to Baskervill's estates, and not 
to Elizabeth de Lacy^s. 

2. John Baskervill of Bristol claimed it as being descended from 
Roger, brother of Walter de Baskervill. This was invalid on the 
same grounds, and moreover — 

3. Elen, wife of John Bruyn, aflSrmed that the said Roger de 
Baskervill died without issue. She, as third claimant, derived from 
Johanna, daughter of Sir Roger de Baskervill. Of course this 
Johanna, being Aunt of Elizabeth de Lacy^s husband, had none of 
Elizabeth de Lacy's blood. 

4. Isabella Spencer derived from Sir Hugh Spencer, whom she 
affirmed to have been second husband of Agnes, heiress of Cressage, 
The heiress Agnes does not appear to have been believed in. If 
Elizabeth was meant, the claim was plausible; but I suppose the 
Claimant's pedigree did not hold good. 

5. Margaret, daughter of Sir William Devereux, and wife of 
Miles Waters, Senior, of Clifford, derived from Joan, sister of some 
Gilbert de Lacy, who married Maud de Kingly. This Joan, Mar- 
garet said, married * * * * Glodeshull, and had a daughter, Eliza- 
beth, wife of Sir William Devereux, and mother of the Claimant, 
who made her two nieces parties to her suit. I cannot discover how 
this Gilbert de Lacy was related to Lacy of Cressage, but this 
Claimant's pedigree is in one respect backed by a piece of secondary 
evidence. A Writ of King Richard II., dated in 1886-7, grants to 
Sir Simon de Burley the Manor of Castle-frome, which had belonged 
to Elizabeth Clodeshall, relict of Sir William Devereux, and had 
been forfeited by her because she was assenting to the murder of 
Thomas Tidwyne, Esq. 

6. Richard, Duke of York, claimed as heir of Mortimer, Earl of 
March, heir of Genevile, heir of Lacy of Ludlow ; and this claim 
prevailed.^ I presume it was allowed to the Duke, as Lord of the 


' I have madyertentljr givefn WUUam 
as the name of the Duke of York in a 
former page (YoL Y. p. 109). It was 
Biohard; he who opposed Henry YL'b 


title to the Crown. 

'* This account of the Claimants of 
Cressage is taken from Blakeway's MSS. 
Mr. Blakeway's authority is not given. 
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Fee^ and as an Escheat, in default of any other claimant preying a 
descent from Lacy of Cressage. I cannot suppose that the Duke 
proved positively the extinction of all the descendants of that Almaric 
de Lacy who lived in Henry II/s time, or that he proved Hugh de 
Lacy of Ludlow to he, in his issue, next heir to the said Almaric. 

Of Undertenants in Cressage I enumerate the following. — 
William de Cristeseche was amerced half a merk in 1230, qida mm 
habuit quern plegiavit. 

At the Assizes of January 1256 William Pyneleys, a Minor, sued 
the Abbot of Buildwas for a virgate in Cristesech as his inheritance. 
The Abbot pleaded (untruly I think) that he was only Tenant of the 
premises from year to year, at will of Geoffrey and Matilda de 
OeneviU, The Plaintiff was ordered to sue the said Gteoffirey and 
Matilda, and his amercement was excused befcause of his nonage.^ 

The Abbot of Buildwas had other suits pending at this time, one 
of which at least related to Cressage. They were against William, 
son of William de Kistesbech, and against Thomas de Sambrok and 
Alice his wife. Robert de Duddelegh and Brother Nicholas le 
Waleys were the Abbot's Attorneys. Thomas, son of Alice, was the 
Attorney of Thomas and Alice de Sambrok.^^ 

Again, at these Assizes, John Tece recovered an acre in Cristesich, 
the Tenant, William de Stevinton, failing to appear.^ Also Roger 
le Fraunceys makes Christiana, his wife, his Attorney in two suits of 
land, one against WiUiam le Clatere, the other against Gilbert de 
Frome and Margery his wife.*® 

John de Crisesech is mentioned as deceased in the Forest-Boll of 
1262. At the Assizes of 1272 a Plea was heard involving the fol- 
lowing statements : — William Morel, deceased, son of Herbert Morel, 
had had by his wife Matilda, five daughters, Alice, Sibil, Amice, Eve, 
and Leuka. Eve and Leuka were already deceased without issue. 
Amice was married to Henry le Cowarde, Sibil to Roger Walewayn, 
and Alice was single. These last five persons claimed against Wil- 
liam de Penles a messuage and half a toft, and against Roger Parson 
of Sheynton half a tofi in Cristesich. Their daim was as heirs of 
Matilda aforesaid, but the Defendants asserted themselves to have 
been enfeoffed by William Morel (Matilda^s husband). The Liti- 
gants were aUowed to accord.^^ 

The story of William Wolfirich of Cressage, and how, on Sep- 
tember 24, 1273, he shot William de Somersete, an insolent page^ 


^ Atsitety 40 Hen. III., m. 4 dorto. 
'* Ibidem, in. 4 recto. 


^ Ibidem, mm. 14 dorto, 9 rteio, 
V Anises, &6 Hea. III., m. 11. 
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has beeu told elsewhere.^ The Assize- Boll of 1292 gives us a sup- 
plement of this story, showing that the Pleas of the Crown, then 
exhibited, covered the whole period of twenty years which inter- 
vened between the great Eyres of 1272 and 1292. The Jurors of 
Condover Hundred presented how William Wolfirych had slain with 
an arrow William, a page of Walter, the Sheriff's Clerk ; how William 
WoUrych had fled, and being malcredited had been, after due sum- 
mons, outlawed. The sympathy which the homicide had met with 
was, however, very apparent. The Sheriff was accountable to the 
Crown for 3«., the value of his Chattels ; but the Condover Jurors were 
liable to sentence for having concealed, or allowed the concealment 
of, these Chattels. Nay, William Wolfrich was still living in Cres- 
sage, and the Vill was declared to be in misericordid for not now 
bringing him forward for trial or sentence.^* 

John Pranceys (who was of Cressage) occurs as a Juror for Con- 
dover Hundred at the Assizes of 1272, the Inquest of 1274, and the 
Assizes of 1292. He sat also on an Inquest at Little Buildwas in 
December 1302. 

In Trinity Term 1806 a Fine was levied, whereby William de 
Rugge and Petronilla his wife, for themselves and the heirs of 
Petronilla, acknowledge a grant, of a messuage and half-virgate in 
Cristeseche, to Hugh de Sheynton, who pays £10. for the same. 

CBESSAGE CHUBCH. 

This Church was originally and for many centuries a Chapel, im- 
plicitly dependent upon Cound. Even the Valor of Henry VIII. 
does not recognize its self-existence, and the Diocesan Registers 
down to that period never notice an Incumbent. Yet we know 
that the Church existed in 1232, for we have a Deed of that year 
attested by Robert, Parson of Cristeahethe ; — an unusual style for 
one whose condition was unquestionably that of a Chaplain, re- 
movable at the will of the Rector of Cound. 


BuiUiVoasi. 


Beeld, Bield, or Belde^ a word signifying shelter, or a place of 

^ Sheriffii of SbropBhixe» pp. 16&-9. | ** PlaeUa Coronm, 20 Edw. I., m. 80. 
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shelter^ is probably of Anglo-Saxon origin^ and cognate with the 
Saxon verb Bylban (to build) .^ 

The termination was is nothing else than the Saxon word psef 
(water) ^ whence came the Saxon verb paefcan (to wash).' Buildwas, 
Burronnded on three sides by an amphitheatre of hills^ and boimded 
on a fourth by the Biver Severn^ has therefore a name^ which un- 
changing nature still stamps as appropriate. 

The Shropshire Domesday describes the Manor of '^ Bddewes'^ 
as lying in Conodoyre (Condoyer) Hundred^ and says that the Bishop 
of Chester had held it in Saxon times, and still retained it at the 
period of the Survey. — 

It was estimated at i hide^ was held partly in demesne^ and partly 
cultivated by Villains and Serfs^ whose dependent condition may 
further be gathered from mention of a resident Provost. The 
Manor contained a Mill and some wood-land.' 

Second in succession to Robert de Limesey (the Domesday Bishop 
of Chester) came Roger de Clinton, who, from the Archdeaconry of 
Buckingham (then in Lincoln Diocese), was elevated to this See, 
receiving Consecration from the hands of Archbishop William Cor- 
bois, at Canterbury, on Sunday, December 22, 1129.* 

Roger de Clinton was Nephew of the elder Geoffrey de Clinton, 
who, at the time of which we speak, was holding high office in the 
Court and Kingdom of Henry I. He was a Royal Treasurer and 
Chamberlain, a Justiciar commissioned to every part of the Realm ; 
he also had the Shrievalty of Warwickshire in this very year, besides 
other Ferms for which he was accountable to the Crown. The 
Nephew, who, although Archdeacon of Buckingham, was not or- 
dained Priest till the day previous to his Consecration, was enthroned 
at Coventry shortly afterwards, by Simon, Bishop of Worcester. 
He is said to have purchased his Bishoprick by a present of 8000 
merks to the King.^ The extant Pipe-Roll of 1130 exhibits many 


' The word is still used in the North of 
Englftnd for a hoyel. O^iere also a cattle- 
shed is called a heelding, I hare also seen 
the word significantly emhodied in a pro- 
verb-—" The fox will not worry near his 
beeld.'* 

' I find a good illustration of this ety- 
mology in Herefordshire. The Biyer-Wye, 
in its passage through that oounty, skirts 
the three VUU of Moocas, Sogwas, and 
Botherwaa. 


' JDomesdatf, fo. 252, a, 2.~ 
Tebra Efisoopi db Cxstbb. 

Isdem JSpUcopiu tenet BeldewM, et te^ 
nuit tempore Regis Edward*. Ihi i hida, 
geldabilie. In donUmo euni n earuea^ et 
in ViUani cum PrapoHto habent m oo- 
ruoaa. Ihi v Serm et MoUmm et SyUm 00 
pords. T. JB. JE. valehat xxv eoUdoe, et 
poet XL eoUdot : mode tlt eolidoe. 

* Florence of Worcester, II. 91. 

* Simeon Duneha: ooL 266. 
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tokens of Royal fevonr to Oeoffirey de Clinton^ and more than 
one to this new Bishop, but it in no way confirms this Simoniaeal 
story. 

Soger de Clinton is said to have founded Buildwas Abbey in 
1185/ a date which becomes extremely probable from evidence pre- 
sently to be cited. He is also said to have been Founder of Fair- 
well, a Benedictine Nunnery in Staffordshire. His evident interest 
in the prosperity of Kemlworth Priory may be attributed to his re- 
lationship with 6eoffi*ey de Clinton, its Founder. A Charter, which 
Roger de Clinton expedited to Shrewsbury Abbey, indicates a deep 
concern in the Parochial condition of his Diocese, and is in sym- 
pathy and verbal concert with similar Charters of the Cotemporary 
Bishop of Hereford, perhaps the most exemplary Prelate of his 
day. 

Roger de Clinton has had various degrees of credit in regard of his 
contributions to the fabric of his Cathedral at Lichfield. The ques- 
tion between large improvement and entire reconstruction cannot 
be settled by existing evidence, for the present Church contains 
little or nothing that can be assigned to his aera. He increased 
the dignity of the Collegiate body by the addition of eight Pre- 
bendaries, endowed apparently out of the revenues of the See. 

In 1189, Roger de Clinton was one of the five Dignitaries elected 
to represent the English Church at the tenth General Council, 
which, under the auspices of Pope Innocent II., assembled in the 
Basilica of the Lateran on April 20 in that year. 

Not one authentic instance can I find of this Bishop's having 
attended the Courts of Henry I., Stephen, or the Empress. He 
joined the Crusade of 1147, and died at Antioch on April 16, 
1148. 

The Writer of the Gesta Regis Stephani supplies us with a very 
different estimate of the character and conduct of Roger de Clin- 
ton. Detailing the wretched state of England in the autumn (as 
I infer) of 1143, he makes severe remarks on the conduct of the 
Bishops ; — the cowardice and fickleness of some ; the violence and 
rapacity of others. The latter he describes as girt with the sword, 
clad in splendid armour, fortifying and manning their castles, op- 
pressing and spoiling their neighbours, riding forth in the same 
ranks with the fiercest agitators of the period ; — the prime movers of 
enormities which they never attempted to palliate except by charging 
them on their subordinates. " And/^ continues this Chronicler, 

< Taimer, quoting the Annals of Parooludf . 
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'^ that I may at present keep silence about others^ for it is indecent 
to stigmatize all equally^ public rumour hath denounced the Bishops 
of Winchester, Lincoln, and Chester as more eagerly bent upon 
such unholy pursuits than any others." 

The individuals thus held up to infamy appear to be selected by this 
cotemporary writer, without the usual leaning which he exhibits to 
the cause of King Stephen. Henry of Winchester was the King's 
brother, and, though once his opponent, had been at a more recent 
period the main instrument of his restoration to the throne. There 
is some slight ground for supposing that Roger de Clinton was in 
turn associated with each of the political parties of his day ; but a 
temporizing spirit, which were venial in him, if a man of peace, 
was only servile treachery if combined with that love of cruelty 
and violence with which he is charged. 

Summarily the character of Roger de Clinton, Pounder of Build- 
was Abbey, is presented to us under contrasts which no ingenuity 
can reconcile. On the one hand we have the Simoniacal occupant 
of a Bishoprick, busy in fortifying the Castle of Lichfield, in sur- 
rounding the town with a rampart, in converting the peaceful 
Tenants of a Spiritual Fief into Tenants by military service; we 
have, in short, the picture of a ruffianly marauder and persecutor. 
On the other hand, we find him improving his Cathedral by a 
costly outlay, increasing the number and dignity of its collegiate 
members, originating or stimulating other Religious Foundations : 
we read his Charters warm with pious zeal and full of holy consi- 
derations ; we see him representing Catholic England in the Coun- 
cils of Christendom; lastly, we behold the Crusader devoting his 
energies and his life to a cause as hazardous as it was accounted 
holy. 

We may gather firom all this, not the specific truth which regards 
an individual, but a more general fact, viz. that the internecine war, 
which deluged this kingdom with crime and bloodshed, blotted also 
the records of the age with impenetrable falsehood. 

From the man and his ambiguous character, we now pass to 
the date and circumstances of one of his undoubted works. 

Among the various branches of the Benedictine Order, the Cis- 
tercian arose in a.d. 1098, when its first House was founded at 
Citeaux, in Burgundy. It adopted a white habit, in contradistinc- 
tion to the black dress of the original Benedictines. It afiSected 
other reforms of usage, chiefly revivals of a more ancient rule. Its 
presumptive purity soon increased its influence, and other Monas- 
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teries were founded on the pattern of Citeaux. Amongst these was 
the Norman House of Savigny, originally a Hermitage situate in 
the woods which terminated the Southern frontier of the Diocese 
of Avranches. The probable date at which Savigny became a 
Cistercian Abbey was a.d. 1112, but it soon established itself as 
the leader of a separate Order, called Savigniac or Tironensian, 
during the period of its independence, but which in 1147 was, with 
most of its afiSliations, reunited to the Cistercian Body. Meantime 
Savigny had two such affiliations in England, viz. Fumess in 
Lancashire and Buildwas.^ Fumess, which for a time resisted all 
reunion with Citeaux, had been founded in 1126 or 1127, or rather 
transferred to Furness in one of those years, after a previous so- 
journ at Tulket in Amundemess. 

Its Founder was Stephen de Blois, then Earl of Boulogne, and 
afterwards King of England, whose K orman Fief of Moretain ad- 
joined, if it did not comprise, the district in which Savigny was built. 

Buildwas, said to have been founded in 1135, was the second 
or third Savigniac House in England,® but when it became simply 
Cistercian it lost this relative precedency. 

We have a transcript of Roger de Clinton^s foundation-charter of 
Buildwas. Its inaccuracies, verbal and grammatical, are probably 
due to its Transcribers. In other respects it has every appearance 
of being derived from some genuine original. I give the Charter 
substantively as it stands in Dodsworth^s MSS.* 

Ego RogeriiM Dei Gratid Cestrensis Episcopua, universis Sancta 
Mafris Ecclesia filiis, prelatis et subditis, clericis et laicis, salutem, 
Jem Xti Oreatoris nostri monitis obsecundare cupierdesy qui dixit, 
^ Thesaurizate vobis thesomrum in coelo, ubi neque erigo neque tinea 
demolitur etfures non effodiunt neque furantur ': — hoc igitur intuitu, 
fratres carissimi, donamus, concedimus et inJundamentumAbbatue con^ 
firmamus Deo et charissimofratri nostro Abbati IngenuJfo etjratribus 
efu8, villam nostram de Buldewas cum omnibus pertinenciis, etc. Tes- 
tes, — Laurentius Prior, et Conventus Coventrensis Ecclesia ; Williel- 
mus Decanus ;^^ Ricardus Coventrensis, Radulfus Staffordensis, Ro- 
gerius Scropesburiensis, Rogeritis Derbiensis ;^^ Odo Thesaurarius, et 
Conventus Lichfeldensis ;^* Rodbertus Comes de * * * ;^ Rodbertus de 


7 Fumess had also colonized Abbeys at 
Byland, in Yorkshire, and Gaidar, in 
Comberland. 

^ Combermere was Sayigniac, and is said 
to hare been founded in 1133. 


• Vol. ex. (Bodl. Lib. Oxon.). 

'^ Viz. Lichfeldensis. 

" Supplj ** Archidiaooni " here. 

^ That is, Oa^niulum lAehfeldense. 

** The word written here is ** Bokess." — 
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Stafford ; Gaufridus d-e Clintonia ; WUlielmus fiHta Alard ; Philip- 
pus de Beimels; Gnlielmtis de ClintoTtia; GuUemus filius NigeUi; 
Brionisia; Rodbertusde Thorpe, et Helios, et Gaufridus Jratres ejus. 

Ego Rogerius Dei Gratia Cestrensis Episcopus — 

Ego Laurentius Prior Coventrensis EcclesuB — 

Ego WUlielmus Decanus Ecclesus lAchfeldensis — 

Ego WUlielmus Cestrensis Archidiaconus — 

Ego Rogerius Derbiensis Archidiaconus — 

Ego Rogerius Scrobesburiensis Archidiaconus — 

Ego Odo Thesaurarius Ecclesue. — 

This Charter^ appearing at first sight to be coeval with the actual 
gift which it implies^ will, if 1135 were the date of the foun- 
dation of Buildwas^ be construed to have been written in that year. 
Some internal evidence supports such a conclusion^ — e.g. the first 
lay attestation, if rightly attributed to the Earl of Gloucester^ indi- 
cates the presence of a person who can have attended no peaceful 
meeting, in company with the Bishop of Chester, after Easter 1137. 
Nearly the same may be said of the Earl's Son-in-law William fitz 
Alan, who early in 1138 was in arms for the Empress, and before 
the close of the year an exile, — never restored to his Shropshire 
estates till seven years after the death of Bishop Clinton. It is also 
quite certain from external evidence that the gift implied by this 
Charter took place before August 1138, when King Stephen, occu- 
pied in the siege of Shrewsbury, confirmed it. 

However, a diligent examination of the testing-clause of this 
Charter convinces me that it was not written at the time when the 
Bishop's grant was made, but some years later^ and that the names 
which it embodies are of two classes, viz., — 1st, some who were 
afterwards remembered by the Bishop to have been present when 
he gave Abbot Ingenulf formal seizin of Buildwas Manor, and 2n.dlj, 
some who, not having been then present^ were afterwards witnesses 
and approvers of a Charter, written to record the conveyance and 
assure the Abbot's Title. 

Of the first class, as I take it, were the Earl of Gloucester, Wil- 
liam fitz Alan, Philip de Belmeis, and perhaps other lay witnesses. 
Of the last class were Ralph Archdeacon of Stafibrd, Roger Arch- 
deacon of Derby (neither of whom were in office till after 1139), and 


There were only two English Earls during 
the fera of Boger de Clinton who bore the 
name of Robert. They were of Leicester 
and Gloucester, two words which bear 


about an equal resemblailce to the miB- 
nomer of tlie Transcript. All other asso- 
ciations would make the Earl of Gloucester 
the most probable witness of this deed. 


BISHOP ROOER DE CLINTON. 


323 


perhaps Laurence Prior of Coventry, and the other ecclesiastical 
witnesses.^* 

The gift of Buildwas Manor and the Foundation of Buildwas 
Abbey belong, I doubt not, to the year 1135 or 1136, the written 
Record or Charter to a period perhaps ten years later.^^ 

The next subject of notice shall be King Stephen's Charter to 
Buildwas, which, though already printed, I must needs repeat 
here :^* — Stepharms Rex Anglorum, archiepiscopis, episcopis, abba- 
tibus, comiiibtis, baronibus, jtisticariis, vicecomitibits, et omnibtis 
fidelibus mis totitts Anglue, salutem, Sciatis me concessisse et con- 
firmasse in perpetuam elemosinam Deo et ecclesia sancti Ceadda 
et abbati et monachis de ordine Saviniacensi in ed Deo servient 
tibus de Billewas, iotum manerium ipsum in bosco et piano, et ho- 
mimlms et omnibus ad illud pertinentibus, sicut Rogerus Episcopus 
Cestrue locum ilium eis dedit et coram me concessit. Ego quoque 
pro animabus patrum et parentum meorum, et nominaiim pro ani- 
md Regis Henrici et pro salute med et uxoris mece Regime , et 
fratrum et filiorum meorum clamo eis quietum inperpetuum mane- 
rium illud quod se pro und hidd defendebat, quietum dico et Ube- 
rum de scotto et lotto, et geldo, et danegeldo, et auxiliis et 
operationibiis castellorum, et poniium, et exercitu, et omni terreno 
servitio quod mihi pertinebat de Hid hidd terra. Quare volo et 
firmiter pracipio quod bene, et in pace, et libere et quiete teneant 
a modo usque in sempiternum. Et, ut ista mea concessio et Episcopi 
donatio firma et inconcussa permaneat, prasentis sigilli met eam 
confirmatione corroboro, et subsequentium attestatione communio. 
Testibus R. episcopo Hereford, et R, comite Legr. et comite Symone 
de Silvanect. et Roberto de Ferrariis, et M. GloccestruB, WiUielmo 
de Albinei Pincema, et Hugone de Gumiaco et PhUippo de Bel- 
mieo. I have one or two remarks to offer on this Charter. It 
confirms Bishop Roger's grant of the Manor as a grant made in 


" Laurence, Prior of Coyentiy, has not 
yet been heard of earlier than 1144 ; and 
that gives him 85 years of office, for he 
Uyed tm 1179. 

^ I have been very particular on this 
matter of date. Monastic Charters con- 
stitute something like half of the histo- 
rical evidences of that period. It is there- 
fore of the greatest importance that we 
should ascertain how these Charters passed , 
instead of seizing on their superficial in- 


consistencies and presumptuously reject- 
ing them as foi*gerie6. 

My estimate of Roger de Clinton's 
Charter to Buildwas is grounded on some 
general remarks of the late Mr. Stapleton 
in his notes to the RotuU Normannim 
(Vol. I. p. Ixxiy.). Mr. Stapleton seems 
to me to have imderstood and valued this 
class of evidence better than uiy other 
Antiquary, dead or living. 

^' New Monatiicon, Vol. V. p. 856. 
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the King's presence, — another proof that verbal and public con- 
cession was a mode of conveyance quite distinct firom the written 
Charter^ for the Bishop's Charter has no appearance of having 
passed before the King. 

The King's Charter also quotes the estimated hidage of Buildwas, 
and exempts the Manor firom all dues and obligations appertaining 
to the Crown. The hidage given is that of Domesday, and the 
privileges allowed by the Usurper were afterwards respected by his 
lawful Successors on the Throne. 

Again^ the King speaks of the Abbey as Savigniac^ and as dedi- 
cated to St. Chad. The latter was the Patron-Saint of Bishop 
Clinton's Cathedral at Lichfield, as well as of his Collegiate Church 
at Shrewsbury. When Buildwas became Cistercian, we of course 
expect to find it following the unvarying rule of that Order by as- 
sociating the tutelage of the Virgin with that of its previous Patron ; 
but I shall presently show that this addition was made earlier, i. e, 
while Buildwas was simply Savigniac. Earl Symon de Silvanecta, 
who attests Stephen's Charter, should perhaps be noticed as iden- 
tical with Simon de St. Liz, Earl of Northampton. 

TheTKing's Charter is dated '' apud Salopesberiam in obsidione, 
anno Incamationis Dominicse Mcxxxix, regni vero mei tertio." 
Here the Dominical year given is inconsistent with the regnal 
year, as well as with the historical fact ; for no part of the third 
year of Stephen fell later than Christmas 1138, and the Si^e of 
Shrewsbury, which lasted a month, ended in a surrender between 
Aug. 21 and Aug. 28, 1138. This has been pointed out and com- 
mented upon before; ^7 but the Charter involves another matter 
very pertinent to chronology and history. It is tested by Bobert 
de Ferrars, whose services to Stephen are said to have procured 
him an Earldom in this very year.^® This Charter helps to prove 
his activity. He must have quitted the siege of Shrewsbury im- 
mediately, for he commanded the men of Derbyshire at the Battle 
of the Standard which was fought on Monday, August 22, 1138^ 
and in that very week Shrewsbury surrendered to Stephen. 

Milo de Gloucester, another witness of Stephen's Charter, was 
at the siege of Shrewsbury, but probably by no will of his own. 
Little more than a year after, he was apprised by the Earl of 
Gloucester of the Empress having landed at Arundel. Milo, ob- 


V History of Shrewshury (Owen and 
Blakeway), I. 78, ». In all cases of in- 
consistent dating clauses which I have 


examined, I hare found the Dominical 
year to be the least tnistworthy element. 
» J. Hagustald, p. 262. 
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viously known to the Earl as a secret friend to her cause^ at once 
became an open one. 

Philip de Belmeis^ the last witness of Stephen^s Charter^ should 
be noticed more particularly in connection with Buildwas Abbey, 
to which, after the King and Bishop, he was probably the next 
benefactor. 

His Grant of Buckley to '' Saint Mary and Saint Chad " of 
Bildewas, I have printed, from the original, elsewhere.^® The 
Grantor acknowledges the reception of himself, his wife, and 
heirs into the fraternity of Buildwas, and of the Mother-Church of 
Savigny, — a proof that Buildwas, while simply Savigniac, adhered 
to so much of original Cistercian Rule as to acknowledge the 
tutelage of the Virgin. 

Belmeis's Charter passed about 1139, as I think, but more cer- 
tainly before 1145, when he was enlisted in favour of another and 
very different Foundation. 

Another very early Benefactor to Buildwas was the first William 
fitz Alan, who is known to have died about Easter 1160. He gave 
Little Buildwas, an outlying member of his great Manor of Wrox- 
eter, but only separated from the Bishop^s land by the River 
Severn. The Charter conveying this grant is not known to be in 
existence, but it is expressly alluded to, and its contents distinctly 
enumerated and confirmed, by his Son, in a Deed which seems to 
have passed about 1175.^ 

Other early grants, by the Pounder himself, we only hear of in 
subsequent confirmations, and these shall be cited in their place. 

To enumerate here all territorial Benefactions would interfere with 
my usual plan of giving such details under the localities concerned. 
SufBce it then to say, that although no collective Chartulary of 
Buildwas is known to exist, the deficiency may be almost supplied 
from the Inspeximiis of Edward I., and from other public and 
private documents.*^ 


^ Snpns Vol. 11. p. 203. The oiiginal 
is in pouession of George Fritchsrd, Esq. 
of Broseley. 

^ Printed Monatiieont Y. p. 859, Num. 

• • • 
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^ 1 should particolarlj notice a series 
of Charters edited by Mr. Hunter for the 
Camden Society, and printed in the Vo- 
lume entitled JEcclesiasiical DocumetU* 
(pp. 51-54r). These Charters not only 


show that Buildwas, when it became sub- 
ject to Citeauz, remained still Savigniac, 
i.e, mediately subject to Sayigny also; 
but they exhibit the whole ratio and 
working of this system of graduated de- 
pendence, and how the Welsh Abbey of 
Basingwerk and the Irish Abbey of Saint 
Mary, Dublin, were amenable to the con- 
trol of Buildwas, as Buildwas was to Sa- 
yigny, and Sarigny to Citeaux. 
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There is another story about the Foundation of Buildwas Abbey, which, as it wa« 
adopted bj Leland and indirectly strengthened by Dugdale, deserree some attention. 
Leland tells us that— "Matild de Bohun, Wife to Ser Robert Bumelle, Foundar of 
Bildevois Abbey (thowghe some for the only Gifte of the Site of the Howse, toke the 
Bysshope of Chester for Founder), was buried in the Presbitery at Dour.**^ 

I am not aware who Matilda de Bohun, buried at Dore- Abbey, may hare been ; but 
I presume that Leland's somewhat ambiguous sentence means to indicate Sir Robert 
Bumell as the Founder of BuHdwas, not his Wife, as the Editors of the Moncuiioon 
haye concluded. 

Dugdale, in his account of the Barony of Bumell, tella us of " an old Martyrologe 
(sometime belonging to the Abby of Buldewas) which plainly demonstrated the great 
antiquity" of that family.^ At the head of the succession, thus authenticated, stands 
Sir Robert Bumell, Knight, alleged to have died November 15, 1087, 20 Will. Conq. 
(where, by the way, we must read either 1086 or 1 Will. 2). 

This Sir Robert Bumell must be the same as he whom Glover reveals to us as "a 
Enight in the army which Earl Roger de Belesme brought over to this kingdom with 
William the Conqueror," and as dying in 1087, and being " buried at Buildwas in 
Salop." 

We need not stop to identify that never existent personage, JBarl Roger de Beieime, 
or to talk of the man buried at Buildwas nearly 50 years before it was founded, nor 
yet to criticize the two schemes of succession, by which Glover and Dugdale pass 
through a series of else unheard-of Bumells till they arrive at a genuine Philip 
Bumell, who died in 10 Edw. I. (1282), and about whom they both record something 
inaccurate. 

The truth I have already stated under Acton Bumell, and now repeat it. — The Bur- 
neOs were a family of moderate estate in Shropshire, heard of first in the reign of 
Henry II., and thenceforward, till, in the time of Henry III., the head of the house 
was outlawed for murder. 

His confiscated estates were in time repurchased by a relation, Robert Bumell, who, 
after various minor accessions of wealth and honour, came to be Bishop of Bath and 
Wells, Lord Chancellor of England, and the Founder of a splendid Barony. The sra of 
Bumell's Chancellprship corresponded with the time when the first Statute of Mort- 
main dealt a heavy blow on Monastic interests. Alive to their prospective needs, the 
Monks of Buildwas bethought themselves of an ingenious plan for propitiating their 
powerful neighbour at Acton Bumell. Under the shape of a Mari^rology they con- 
oocted a genealogy of the Bumells, which (whether we take Glover's or Dugdale*s ver- 
sion thereof) omits all accurate mention of every known progenitor of the race, and ia 
specially silent about the Outlaw. 

The list commences with Sir Robert Bumell, who, as aforesaid, is made to die in 
1087. Him the Monks further adopted as their Founder. 

It is mortifying to find Leland, Glover, and Dugdale dupes of such an imposture ; 
but the combination of credulity and self-deception which will have brought the 
Monks of Buildwas to be commemorating the deeds, praying for the souls, and perhaps 
pointing out the tombs, of men who never lived, never died, and never were buried, ia 
simply ludicrous. 

I now resume my account of the fortunes of Buildwas Abbey 
with the accession of Henry II. 

On November 26, 1156, Richard, Abbot of Savigni, committed to 

w Itinerary, Vol. VIII. fo. 84 b. | « Baronage, Vol. II. p. 60. 
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Banolf^ Abbot of Billewas^ the cure and disposition of the Savigniac 
house of St. Mary^s, Dublin.^ In the next year the Flintshire 
House of Basingwerk was subjected to the same Abbot and his Con- 
vent of Billewas^ by a second ordinance of the Abbot and Convent 
of Savigni.**' 

The Staffordshire Pipe-Boll of 1157 excuses the Monks of Build- 
was their quota of the Danegeld^ and of the Donum, then assessed 
on that County. This refers to a previous acquisition of the Monks. 
Gerold de Brelectun^ a knight of the first William fitz Alan^ had 
given them '^ the land of Broctun.'^ This estate was in the Parish 
of Sheriff-HaleS; and is still known as Brockton Grange. 

In 1158 the Monks of Build was are excused two sums of 2^. 4rf. 
and 4^. 2rf., — their respective quota of the donum then collected in 
Staffordshire and Shropshire. In 1162 they are excused 2s, of the 
Danegeld of Staffordshire. 

Between the years 1168 and 1166 King Henry II., being at Lich- 
field, issued a Writ in favour of the Monks of Buildwas, which re- 
quires some explanation, independently of its being inaccurately 
printed elsewhere.*^ A charge, called cherchambre, had in the time of 
Henry I. been payable by a certain district of Shropshire to the 
Bishops of Coventry and Lichfield. This due Bishop Peche (con- 
secrated in April 1161) had recently made over to the Monks of 
Buildwas, but the latter it seems were resisted in levying it. The 
King's Writ orders the Sheriff of Shropshire to enforce the Monks' 
right, by judicial process against the men of his Bailiwick. The 
Writ is tested by Geoflfrey, Archdeacon of Canterbury. 

In 1174 King Henry II. is said to have subjected St. Mary's, 
Dublin, to Ranulf, Abbot of BuUdwas.^^ The date and circumstance 
are supported by a Charter. The King's act was in effect a ratifica- 
tion of the previous arrangement of the Chapter of Savigni. 

In or about the year 1175 the second William fitz Alan expedited 
two Charters to Buildwas Abbey, confirming two former acts of his 
Father relative to Little Buildwas and Brockton. 

About the year 1177 Matthew, Abbot of Basingwerk, endea- 
voured to firee both his own House and that of Dublin from sub- 
jection to Buildwas. He had appealed to Citeaux in the matter, 
but William, Abbot of Savigni, summoned both Abbots (Matthew 


•* • * Eccle*. Documents^ pp. 51, 62. 

» Monofticon, V. 358, No. XV. The 
original is in the British Museum (Camp- 
bell, XXIX. 6). 


^ Mon(ut.mbem.(ATchdBJl). IfArch- 
dall's authority be the Deed printed, Mo- 
noHiconj V. p. 363, No. II., the date is 
perhaps 1175. 
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of Basingwerk and Banulf of Buildwas) to appear before the Chapter 
of Savigni and plead the cause. They obeyed. The Charters of 
Richard de Curci, Abbot of Savigni in 1156 and 1157, were pro- 
duced, and settled the question. Abbot William of Savigni, in full 
Chapter, ratified the ascendency of Buildwas, and issued injunctions 
of obedience accordingly to Matthew, Abbot of Basingwerk, and to 
A., Abbot of Dublin.«8 

In 1182 we hear that Robert, Abbot of Buildwas, transferred the 
Seigneury over the Irish Abbey of Dunbrothy from Buildwas Abbey 
to St. Mary^s, Dublin.^® Harvey de Montemarisco had, it seems, 
given Dunbrothy to Buildwas ; but Brother Alan, a Monk of Build- 
was, having been over to inspect Dunbrothy, had found it waste and 
desolate. Hence this prudent transfer. 

On October 21, 1189, King Richard I., being at Winchester, 
granted a Charter to Buildwas, acquitting the Abbot and his men 
of all obligation to pay toll {thehmeum) and other dues, anywhere in 
his dominions.^^ The next day (October 22) the King expedited a 
general Charter of Confirmation to Buildwas, which may be taken 
to recite all the previous acquisitions of the Abbey. It ascribes to 
Bishop Roger (de Clinton) the; grants of the Manor of Bildewas, of 
Meola (Monk Meole), and of the Chirchomber assessable on the two 
Hundreds of Wrockwardine and Condover;^^ also, the grant oi one 
man, named Edric, in the territory of Lichfield. It ascribes to 
Bishop Richard (Peche) the grants of a messuage in the Folate 
of Chester, and of 4«., receivable yearly out of the Mill of Bume, 
near Lichfield. Then follow the grants of (Little) Buildwas, Brock- 
ton, Ruckley, Cosford, and Hatton, as described elsewhere in these 
pages. Walter fitz Heremann had also given a moiety of Walton 
(in Staffordshire)^ Henry fitz Pulcher had given the land of Iven- 
broc (in Derbyshire); William de Caldone, the land of Caldone 
(in Staffordshire) ; and Robert fitz Thomas, a house in some place, 
printed He ... . gfeld?^ 

A much more interesting piex^e of evidence is the Confirmation of 
Bishop Hugh de Novant to Buildwas Abbey. It is dated at Bildewes 


^ JEcelesiatHccU DoeumentSf pp. 52, 53. 

^ Arohdall (ut supra). I suspect either 
that the date 1182 is a mistake, or that 
the Abbot's name was Ranulph. 

» Sot. CaH, 20 Edw. I. No. 89. 

^ This does not, I think, prove that 
the JDometday Hundred of Reoordine re- 


mained in Bishop Clinton's time (1129- 
1148). An ancient ecclesiastical due, like 
Cherchombret would naturally be un- 
changeable as to the district on which it 
was assessable. It would not be influ- 
enoed by secular changes of boundary. 
» ManasHcon, Y . 359, No. XVI. 
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itself^ in the fifth year of the Grantor's Pontificate^ and on Sunday 
in the feast of St. Cecilia, in the year 1192; — summarily then on 
November 22, 1192. The witnesses are Hugh Abbot of Shrews- 
bury, Robert Abbot of Basingwerk, Richard Abbot of Hagemon, 
Robert Prior of Wenloc, William fitz Alan, Rodbert Corbet, Henry 
Archdeacon of Stafford, Richard Archdeacon of Salop, Master 
Robert of Salop, Master Richard de Gnowsale, Master William 
Duredent, Master Henry de Bredeshale, Roger Corbet, William de 
Hedlehe, Stephen de Stanton, Richard de Lehton, Malcolumb de 
Harlehe, and Alan de Bildewes.^ 

The Charter professes the Grantor's deference to the institutes of 
his predecessors. Bishops Roger, Walter, and Richard. It concedes 
to the Monks the place in which they are militant under the rule of 
St. Benedict, and under the Cistercian order. It also confirms the 
VUl of Meole and those Burgesses of Salop which belonged to the 
Bishops of Lichfield, and the tenure near Lichfield which Edric for- 
merly held, and 4 aolidates in the Mill of Burne, and half a mansure 
in the Foriate of Chester, which had been Herbert the Scrivener's, 
and the right to collect the com called Chirchomber, '' which right the 
Bishop's predecessors were known to have enjoyed themselves, and 
to have conferred on the Monks, as appurtenant to the Manor of 
Bildewas and Meoles.''^ The Charter was corroborated by the 
Seals and atithority of the Bishop himself, his Chapter of Coven- 
try,** and his Chapter of Lichfield. 

In this same year (1192) we hear of another quarrel between the 
Houses of Buildwas and Basingwerk. The latter House had re- 
newed an attempt to withdraw itself and Dublin from the jurisdic- 
tion of Buildwas, and to subject both to the immediate control of 
Savigni. William, Abbot of Savigni, and the cotemporary Abbot 
of Clairvaux, sitting at Clairvaux in judgment, again decided that 
Basingwerk and Dublin were subject to Buildwas, as Daughters.^ 
This decision was recited and confirmed in the same year by Wil- 
liam, Abbot of Citeaux, as head of aU Cistercian houses, Savigniac 
or not.'7 

Within six years of this time A. (probably Arnold), a succeeding 


^ Blakeway's MS3.,— from the Bridge- 
water Muniments. 

^ Hi collectionem hlctdi qu€B appellatur 
Chirchomber, quampredeceMores nostri ho' 
huUse et cofUuUsse noseunturj pertinentem 


^ A curious illustration of a well-known 
story, viz. Bishop Novant's expulsion of 
the Monks of Coventry, and substitution 
of Secular Canons in their room. 

« Blakewaj's MSS. 


ad Manerium de Bildewaa et JIfeolee, | ^ EccUsiaHical Documents^ pp. 53, 54. 
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Abbot of Citeaux^ confirms Buildwas in this superiority^ citing the 
former acts of Richard de Curci and William de Tolosa when Abbots 
of Savigni. The testing-clause of this manifesto shows the enormous 
influence of the Cistercian Order, congregating, as it did, to its 
General Chapter the Heads of its various Houses, whether situated 
in France, Normandy, Scotland, Wales, or Yorkshire. 

On October 24, 1198, King Richard I., then at Bx>che Andeley, 
expedited a Charter whereby the Monks of Bmldwas were entitled to 
hold all their lands, whether already obtained or thereafter to be ob- 
tained, free and quit of all waste and regard of the King's Forest.*® 

Soon after this, I think, "H.'' (perhaps Huctred) "Abbot of 
Buildwas '^ caused transcripts to be made of the Charters which 
proved the subjection of Basingwerk and Dublin to his House. 
These transcripts, verified by W., Abbot of Cumbe, W., Abbot of 
Miraval, and W., Abbot of Stanle (Stondeigh), were forwarded over 
sea to W., Abbot of Citeaux, presiding over a Chapter of his Order.^ 

In Hilary Term 1221, an unusual but cmious subject occupied the 
attention of the Courts at Westminster. It was the expediency of 
altering a certain pMS in the Royal Forest near to Buldewas, the spot 
having become notorious as a haunt of Malefactors^ and for the 
constant commission of crimes. 

The History of Buildwas Abbey during the thirteenth Century 
involves little more than will be found classified under its various 
Dependencies. The Hundred-Rolls of 1255 do not so much as 
mention the Manor, obviously because it was extra-hundredai. The 
Abbot seems to have obtained a Charter from Edward I., dated 
September 14, 1290. This Charter does not remain on the Rolls, 
but we gather from another Record that it was, in part at least, an 
Inspeximus of one of Richard I.'s Charters. The Charter inspected 
was recited most fully in this instance, as far as privileges were con- 
cerned, and it seems doubtful whether it was not different to either 
of the three Charters of Richard I. already quoted. It allowed to 
the Church of St. Mary of Buldewas all the lands and tenements 
previously granted thereto, and that the Monks should hold both 
those lands and all lands thereafter acquired, free and quit of geld, 
danegeld, scutage, fines for murder and larceny, also of hidage, of 
shires and hundreds (that is the suit thereof)^ of military services 


» Foreat Roll, Salop, No. VI. 
99 JEcclencutical Documents, p. 54. 
A yery similar oertifioate and transmis- 
aion of oertain Charters of Tintem Abbey 


Appears in a Document, printed in The 
Monasticon (Vol. V. 426, No. II.) . It was 
eridentlj a form usual among the Depen- 
dencies of Citeaux. 
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[exercitibtM), of Summonses, Sheriflfe' Aids, and all other Aids ; also 
free of any amercement set upon the County or Hundred, of toll, of 
passage, and of pontage belonging to the King, of all work at Castles, 
Bridges, Vivaries, Walls, or Parks, of fencings {clausuris), of pleas, 
plaints, and all other customs, of all secular service, exaction, and 
servile work.*^ Such were the privileges coveted by, and congenial 
to, the peaceM and even indolent genius of the Cistercians. The 
Charter explains the comparative obscurity in which the internal 
affairs of Buildwas Abbey are buried. 

The Taxation of 1291 gives us the first general statement of the 
possessions of this House. In Hereford Diocese it derived from 
Kynnerton, Wentnor, Bagdon, and Hope Bowdler an income of 
£6. 78. lOd. from lands and rents, and £9. lOrf. from live-stock.*^ In 
Lichfield Diocese, and Stafford Archdeaconry, it had, from Walton, 
Brockton, and Cuddesdon, an income of £21. 18*. Grf.*^ Its gross 
income from places in the Archdeaconry of Salop was £76. 12*. 3rf.^ 
Its total temporalities, that is, excluding Churches, Tithes, etc., may 
therefore be put at £113. 19*. 5rf. per annum. Of this sum Build- 
was Grange, that is the Abbey Manor (not including Little Build- 
was), yielded £1 5.; or £4. 10*. on six carucates of land and £10. 10*. 
on live-stock.^ 

On February 6, 1292, Edward I.^s ample Inspeximtis of Buildwas 
Charters passed the Great Seal.** Its chief contents are already 
printed, and will be or have been cited elsewhere in these pages. 

In 1301 the old disputes about the supremacy over Dublin were 
revived. The Abbot of Savigni now claimed the honour against 
Buildwas ; but a General Chapter, presided over by John, Abbot of 
Citaux, and sitting at Citeaux, decided once more for Buildwas. 
William de Ashburne, who on this occasion acted as Proctor for 
Buildwas, was a Monk of the House, but afterwards became Abbot 
of Dublin. 

The existing Abbot of Dublin was Roger de Brugor, who also had 
been a Monk of Buildwas, and who died in 1309.*^ 

I should here observe that the Diocesan Registers of Lichfield do 
not afford the slightest evidence that the Bishops of that See retained 
any right of Patronage over Buildwas Abbey. A Letter of Bishop 
Roger de Northburgh to the Abbot of Buildwas, dated at Eccles- 
hall on January 14, 1324-5, not only precludes all idea of friendly 


** Plac'Ua de Quo Waranto^ p. 1 15. 
41 .43. 43 Pope Nick. Taxation, jiT^. 163, 
253, 260. 


^ Rot Cart. 20 Edw. T., Nos. 39, 10, 
11. 
« Blakeway's MSS. 
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intercourse, but is a Philippic of no ordinary violence. The Bishop 
had been commissioned by the Pope to coUect the biennial tenth, 
last accruing to the Apostolick See. The Abbot had pertinaciously, 
the Bishop says insolently, neglected to pay his quota. After plen- 
tiful abuse the Bishop threatens to proceed to the publication of 
censures (meaning excommunication) against the Abbot, in such 
Churches and places as shall seem expedient, unless the Abbot pays 
before the 2nd of February .*• 

In 1342, John, Abbot of Buildwas, attending a general Chapter 
at Citeaux, confirmed to St. Mary's Dublin a supremacy over the 
Abbey of Dunbrothy.*^ 

I now pass to the Valor of Henry VIII., in whose seventh year 
(1585--6), Stephen, then Abbot of Byldwas, declared the Revenues 
of his House to be as follows. — 

Byldwas itself, that is the Abbey Manor, yielded £20. 9s. Sd. ; — 
the land being partly in hand and partly let to tenants. Little- 
Byldwas yielded £18. 11^. Sd. Other Shropshire Manors and es- 
tates yielded £64. ISs. lOd. From Derbyshire came £6., from Staf- 
fordshire £9. 3s. 4d. The tithes receivable from Leighton and 
Hatton were £6. The Abbot of Lilleshall paid a fee-farm rent of 
£4. Ss. 4d. for certain land at Longdon upon Tern. The Manor- 
Court (of Buildwas I presume) yielded 5^. The total temporalities 
and spiritualities of Buildwas Abbey were therefore £129. 6^. lOd. 
The outgoings on this income were put at £18. 7s. 6^., leaving a 
net balance of £110. 19*. 3id.*» 

TAe Ministers* Accounts of 1536-7 estimate the gross income of 
the then dissolved Abbey of Byldewas, at about £30. more than 
the Valor. The excess was chiefly in the valuation put upon the re- 
ceipts from Great and Little Buildwas, which, instead of £39. 1*. 4d. 
per annum, were increased to £61. 16s. Id.; but the Site of the 
Monastery was an item in the later calculation. Also, the Rectory 
or Rectorial tithes of Buildwas were now reckoned as £5. 13*. 44., 
an item which does not appear in the Valor. ^^ In the year after 
that in which this account was taken, the King granted the Site 
of the Abbey, with all its possessions in Shropshire, Staffordshire, 
and Derbyshire, to Edward Grey, Lord Powis. 

ABBOTS OF BUILDWAS. 

Ingenulf or Enoenulf was undoubtedly the first Abbot of 

^ Begister Northburgh, C. fo. 16, b. i « Valor EceletituHew, UI. 191, 192. 
^ Arohdall (ut tupra). I * Momutieon, Y. 361. 
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fiuildwas. He is named in Bishop Clinton's Charter already 
quoted^ and which we know to have passed between 1189 and 1148. 
I also find this Abbot attesting three other Charters of the same 
Prelate^ and within the same limits of date. In one instance he 
attests as Ingevmlf, Abbot, without any specification of his Convent.^^ 

Ranulph first occurs as Abbot of Buildwas in the testing-clause 
of Bishop Walter Durdenf s Confirmation to Idlleshall Abbey.^^ 
This Charter probably passed between 1149 and 1152. Abbot 
Banulph has already been mentioned in these pages^ under the as- 
certained dates of 1156, 1157, 1174, 1177,^^ and 1186-7.^8 The 
appearance of an Abbot, Robert , in 1182 is, I think, illusory.^* 
Abbot Banulph's death took place in 1187 whilst journeying to 
attend a Greneral Chapter at Savigni or Citeaux.^^ 

William, Abbot of Beldwas, attests a Charter of Bishop Geoffirey 
de Muschamp,'^^ which must have passed between 1198 and 1208. 

HucTRAD, Abbot of Bildewas, attests a Charter of the second 
William fitz Alan/*^ which probably passed just before that Barents 
decease, and so in the year 1210. H., Abbot of Billewas (whether 
Huctrad or some other) ^ attests a Charter of Beyner, Bishop of 
St. Asaph, which must have passed between 1216 and 1222.^® 

Stephen, Abbot of Buildwas, occurs in October, 1227.®* 

Simon, Abbot of Buildwas, was in office in July 1233.^ This 
is the Abbot who is said to have lived " in the time of Clementia 
de Fulgeriis, Countess of Chester.^^*^ 

Nicholas, Abbot of Buildwas, was in office as early as Novem- 
ber 18, 1236, and as late as January 20, 1256.®^ I cannot say 
whether it was he or his Successor to whom a Patent of Sept. 29, 
1256, gives a protection from all Suits, etc., to last for one year. 

William I take to have been Nicholases Successor. He occurs 
in or before the year 1263. A Patent of January 8, 1262, gives 
a protection of one year to the Abbot of Buildwas, he being about 
to go into Ireland. 


» MonaHieon, VIII. 1248, No. xx. Cot- 
ton MSS. Yespas. E. xziv. fos. 16, 16 b. 

" MonasHcon, VI. 266, No. 4. 

»2 rfupra, pp. 326, 328, etc. 

" Supra, Vol. V. p. 42. He also appears 
in two Charters of less certain date (Harl. 
MS. 3868. fo. 6, b. and MonagUcony V. 410, 
No. 4). 

»• Supra, p. 328. 

** Annals of JTaverley {Gale* 9 Scrip- 
tares, Vol. II. p. 163). 


w Wombridge Chartularjr : TU, Upin- 
ton, No. 43. 

^7 Haughmond Chartulary : !PU. Doun- 
ton. 

*8 Salop Chartulary, No. 367. The Ab- 
bot " H." (mentioned p. 380), was per- 
haps Huctred. 

*• Supra, Vol. II. p. 39. 

« Supra, p. 76. 

•> Monasticon, V. 355. 

^ Pedes JPinium, Salop. 
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Adam occurs, under the initial letter of his name, in April 1271, 
and, with his name written at length, in November 1272.^' 

William** was Abbot of Buildwas on November 12, 1292 .•^ 
He has also occurred to us about 1296.** 

Henry Burnel*^ was Predecessor of — 

John, Abbot of Buildwas, and John was in Office on August 6, 
1317,*8 and in 1342.*» 

Nicholas or Nathaniel is stated to occur in 21 Edw. III. 
(1347-8) ;70 

John Legh, in 8 Henry IV. (1406-7) ;^ 

Henry Derby, on September 3, 32 Henry VI. (1453) .7° 

William was Abbot between 1474 and 1521, having been 
Grantor of a Lease of Stirchley, which was yet unexpired in the 
year 1534.'^ 

Stephen, Abbot of Buildwas, grants a lease of Buckley on 
April 14, 1521.^^ He was in office in 1535-6, and till the Disso- 
lution. 

The Buins of Buildwas Abbey are extensive, and have, of 
late years at least, been well preserved. The date of the older 
work corresponds with the presumed aera of foundation. It may 
be worth noting, as a matter for architectural investigation, that 
a Deed, already stated to have passed about the year 1220, indicates 
that the Monks were then engaged in, or contemplating, consider- 
able additions to their buildings ; and that the stone which they 
proposed to use was to be procured from Quarries, which lay 
within the Manor of Broseley and adjacent to the River Severn.'* 

One word, in conclusion, as to the Site of Buildwas, — a matter 
rather for the historian than the Architect. It is eminently Cis- 
tercian, for it is vain to; consider this foundation as anything else 
than Cistercian, notwithstanding its temporary affiliation on Sa- 
vigny, which was itself originally and eventually Cistercian also. 
The solitary and wild valleys, selected not without regard to beautiful 
scenery and other local and more substantial advantages, — these 

« Supra, p. 813 ; and Vol. V. p. 117. him aa occupring in 27 Edw. I. (1298-9) . 


^ Mr. Dukes's List (Appendix, p. bdi) 
has Gilbert db Laot as Abbot of Build- 
was in 20 Edw. I. (1291-2). If so, he 
preceded WUliam, but I cannot verify 
this entry. 

•* Pedes Finium, Salop. 

« Supra, Vol. I. p. 363. 

•7 A note of Mr, Blakeway's mentions 


M Supra, Vol. III. p. 277. 

«* Supra, p. 332. 

^ These are from Mr. Dukes's list.- 

^ Charter in possession of B. H. 
Cheney, Esq., of Badger. 

7* Charter in possession of W. Cope, 
Esq., ofShifPnal. 

75 Supra, Vol. II. p.'U. 
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were the spots most congenial to Cistercian tastes^ as contrasted 
with the neighbourhood of a Town^ a Feudal CasUe^ or a great 
thoroughfare. Hence also comes it to pass that in the present day 
Cistercian Ruins are preserved in a greater proportion than the 
Ruins of other Monasteries. Their materials have not stood ob- 
jectively available for utilitarian or ignoble purposes. 

Now at length the time has come when a changed state of feeling 
again views such Ruins as sacred ; — sacred to departed genius and 
taste^ sacred to the ever-living beauty of grandeur and repose, sacred 
indeed to yet higher and holier associations, of which nothing but a 
too narrow Sectarianism would forbid the indulgence. 


CJ)e iLonfi dPorest* 


Thb Royal Forests of Shropshire originated in one or other of 
two natural conditions of the soil. The spontaneous and undis- 
turbed growth of timber over a large area suggested the afforestation 
of the Forests of Morf and Wjre. The existence of large districts, 
so mountainous or sterile as to be unavailable for agriculture, formed 
a nucleus for such Forests as Shirlot, The Clee, The Stiperstones, 
The Wrekin, and the Long Forest. 

The framework, as it may be termed, of the Long Forest, has its 
readiest exponent in a 'modem Map. Its chief constituents were 
several series of mountains or hills. — 

From Halford on the south-west, to Much Wenlock on the 
north-east, there extends a continuous Ridge or Terrace, now 
known, throughout its length of fifteen miles, as Wenlock Edge. This 
was the primary feature of the Forest so aptly termed Long. The 
Valley or Basin which flanks this Terrace on the north-west is 
again bounded by a parallel but more broken and unequal chaii^ of 
hills. The Stretton, Caradoc, Lawley, Frodesley, and Acton-Bur- 
nell Hills form this series. Again, crossing an interval of country 
to the north-west of this series, we have the range of the Long 
Mynd, five miles in extent, on the one hand, and the isolated Lyth 
Hill on the other. Another step to the north-west of the Long 
Mynd, and we reach the high grounds about Linley. Here wc pause, 
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for we are on the confines of the Stiperstones Forest^ a Chase and 
Jurisdiction annexed from time immemorial to the Barony of Cans. 

Such are the great physical features of the district once involved 
in the Long Forest ; and we obtain nearly the same idea of its ex- 
tent and area if we consider the Manors^ Yills^ and Woods which 
were subject to its jurisdiction. — 

The whole of the Domesday Hundred of Condover was within the 
Jurisdiction of the Long Forest^ except the three Manors of Build- 
was^ Sheinton^ and Belswardine^ which belonged to the Bailiwick of 
Shirlot. In Patinton Hundred, the Jurisdiction of the Long Forest 
involved the Manors of Burton, Eaton under Heywood, Easthope, 
Gretton, Lutwych, Millichope, Patton, Bushbury, Shipton, and 
Stanway, with all their members. Perhaps it involved the Manor 
of Acton Bound, and at Presthope at least it trenched on the Manor 
of Much Wenlock. 

In Culvestan Hundred the Jurisdiction of the Long Forest ex- 
tended to the whole or parts of the Manors of Corfham, Diddlebury, 
Culmington, Siefton, Aston-Munslow, Bouldon, Cardington, Corf- 
ton, Hope Bowdler, Great and Little Sutton, and Middlehope. At 
Wetlington too it touched on the Manor of Stokesay, and at Din- 
chope and Halford it iiKivolved perhaps a part of Bromfield. 

In Lenteurde Hundred this Jurisdiction involved Acton Scott, 
Chelmick, Alcaston, Myndtown, Plaish, Wittingslow, "Wistanstow, 
Streflford, and Church Stretton with all its members. 

In Rinlau Hundred, — this Jurisdiction involved Munede, Edgton, 
and perhaps *Sibdon. At Medlicott it trenched on the Manor of 
Wentnor. At Asterton and Aston Wood it was invading the Bishop 
of Hereford's vast Manor or rather Province of Lydbury North. 

In Buesset Hundred, the Regard of the Long Forest involved the 
Manor of Longden ; and Sutton and Brace Meole, though within 
the very Liberties of Shrewsbury, were not exempt from this ex- 
traordinary Jurisdiction. 

The maintenance or relaxation of the Jurisdiction of the Long 
Forest wiU best be traced by quoting the successive documents which 
bear upon the matter. The Forest-Roll of 1180 suggests that very 
few concessions in the way of assart or imbladement had been 
allowed to the inhabitants of the district. Rushbury, Harley, Cres- 
sage, Langley, and Westhope were the favoured Fills. In Kenley, 
Longeville,^ and Hope (Bowdler), amercements were inflicted for 
waste or pourpresture, 

^ This is Longrille in the Dale, — now Cheney-Longville, — noticed Vol. III. p. 318. 
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In 1209 the Regard of the Long Forest shows that indulgences 
had been extended to the Lords or the Inhabitants of a far greater 
number of VUls. Kenley, Harley, Hughley, Cressage^ Preen, 
Acton Bumell, Longnor, Frodesley, Pitchford, Netley, Stapleton, 
Woolstaston, Condover, with its members of Dorrington, Ryton, 
Weatley, Wheatall, and Allfield; also Rushbury and Easthope, 
Wilston, Bagdon and Chatwall, Westhope, Chelmick, Acton Scott, 
Wittingslow, Myndtown, Edgton^ and Aficot, had all been suffered 
to increase their area of cultivation, or had compounded for so doing. 

A Forest Jurisdiction, as I have before observed, limited the 
right of ownership in all the Woods of the district. 

The Survey of Shropshire Forests in 1235 reports on the state of 
a great number of Woods and Boscs which appear to have been 
subject to the Jurisdiction of the Long Forest. I have stated 
elsewhere what the Surveyors said about the Boscs of Kenley, Great 
Preen, Little Preen, Stanwey, Prodesley, Burywood (which belonged 
to Condover), and Longnor. The rest of the Survey, as far as the 
Long Forest seems to be concerned, I will give in the original 
Latin. — 

Item visusfiiit Boscus de Westwud qui est Prions de Wenlak, — 
bene custoditus de subbosco et spineto, quia nihU aliud ibi crescii out 
crescere consuemt? 

(Here follow the Surveys relating to Kenley and the two Preens.) 

Item visusfuit Bosctis de Esthope, — bene custoditus de subbosco, 
quiaparum kabetur de quercu, quiaparum crescit aut crescere con- 
suevit. 

Item visusfuit Boscus de Langsetewud^ Prioris de Wenlak, — bene 
custoditus de quercu et subbosco. 

Item visusfuit Boscus de Plese,^ qui parvus est, — tenuis de quercu, 
quia sic de antique esse consuevit, et tamen sufficit de subbosco. 

Item visusfuit Boscus de Ocwud,^ — de veteri vastatus de quercu et 
subbosco, et etiam tempore libertatis. 

Item visusfuit Boscus de Mullesgreve,^ — vastatus de veteri vasto, 


* I hare named Weetwood (Vol. III. 
p. 297) as subject to Shirlot. This seems 
doubtful, whether we consult the Beoord 
or the Map. It was at the North-Eastem 
extremity of Wenlock Edge, and so at the 
point where the two jurisdictions (of Shir- 
lot and the Long Forest) met. 

^ I cannot trace this Wood in any 
modem name. It was probably near 

VI. 


Longnlle and Lushcott. 

* This is Fhush or Flash, near Carding- 
ton, — a Manor which wiU be noticed un- 
der Lenteurde Hundred. 

' Oakwood, near Oardington. The name 
still exists. 

' I cannot trace this name, but the line 
taken by the Survey suggests the sitoa- 
tion of MuUesgreye Wood. 

43 
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et eiiam tempore libertatis ; de subbosco nUdl crescii nee crescere con^ 
suemt. 

(Here the Bosc of Stanwey is surveyed.) 

Item visusfuU Boscus de Middelhope, — bene custoditus de qucrcu 
et subbosco. 

Item vistisfuit Boscus de Westhope, — bene custoditus de quercu et 
stibbosco. 

Item visusjuit Boscus de Gorfton^ — bene custoditus de quercu et 
subbosco. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Syetan^^ qui est TFaUeri de CUfford ; 
—fere totum vctstatus de veteri et de novo, De Bestiis nulla frC' 
quentacio inpredictis boscis, nisi in redeundo de aliis forestis. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Eywud,^ Stephani de Scotot ;—bene 
custoditus de quercu et subbosco ; et visus fuit ibidem Boscus Prioris 
de Weniaky — bene custoditus de quercu et corulo ; sed nihil crescit de 
subbosco. 

Item ibidem visus fuit Boscus de Hope^^ — rationabilUer custoditus 
de quercu et corulo, sed nihil crescit de subbosco. 

Item visi fuerunt Bosci de AlecJuimstan et de Streford^^ — bene 
custoditi de quercu, sed nihil crescit de subbosco. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Okwvd^^ — bene custoditus de quercu, 
exceptd liberatd factd hominibus de Acton ad Husbote et Heybot, 
quam habere debent per visum Forest arii ut dicunt ; — nihil crescit de 
subbosco. De bestiis nulla frequent ado, — ut supra. 

Item visus fuit Haya Domini Regis de Bishmore,^^ — bene custoditus 
de quercu et subbosco, in qud est frequentacio bestiarum. 

Item visus (juit) Boscus de Wolfreston (et) de Wistanestowe^^ — 
multum vastatus de veteri et de novo. 


7 Evidently Corfton, where was a Baye^ 
for taking kids, at the time of Domesday. 
(Vide supra, Vol. V. p. 44.) 

* This was Siefton-Wood, before noticed 
aa within Regard of the Long Forest (Vol. 
V. p. 183). 

• Now Highwood, a part of Wenlock 
Edge, between Bushbury and Eaton. 
Henoe the last Manor got its distinctiye 
name of JEaton under Haywood, and the 
the Vill of Wall its name of Wall under 
Haywood. Stephen de Scotot, alias de 
Bitterley, had his share of Eywood as 
appurtenant to his moiety of Rushbury. 
(See Vol. IV. p. 96.) The Prior of 


Wenlock*s share was appurtenant to 
Eaton. 

^^ HopeBowdler, Ipresume, wherethere 
were two leagues of wood at Domesday. 

^^ Aloeston andStrefford, — at the South- 
western end of Wenlock Edge. 

^ Oakwoo<^ near Acton Scott, still re- 
tains its name. 

^' The King's haye of Bishopmore 
was still preserved with all the exclusive- 
ness of a Royal Forest. Its situation may 
be traced in a place now called Bush- 
moor, lying on the Watling Street, South- 
west of Acton Scott. 

" Woolston and Wistanstow. 
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Item visajuit Haya Domini Regis de Hauekhurst,^^ — bene custodita 
exceptis quUmsdam liberatis factia Priori de Wenlak ei aliis de dono 
Domini Regis. 

Item vistis fidt Boscus de Langemunede^^ — bene custoditus de 
quercu et subbosco. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Netebech,^'^ — qui ex parte australi ra^ 
tionabiliter custoditur et a parte boreali muUumprostratur de quercu, 
de veteri et de novo propter metum Walensium, qui ibidem solebant 
transire et quandoque morari ad destructionem patrue. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Ragelith^^ — bene custoditus de quercu 
et subbosco. 

Item visus fait Boscus de Wimbrinton}^ — de novo bene custoditus 
et de veteri multum prostratus per liberatas factas ad Castra de 
Stratton et Salop, et Rogero Sprenghos ad domum suumfirmandum 
apud Langenalre, per preceptum Hugonis de Nevill tunc Justiciarii 
Foresta, 

(Here the Boscs of Sheinton and Belswardine are surveyed; 
but^ as I have said elsewhere^ they belonged to the jurisdiction of 
Shirlot.) 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Cristesith,^ — nimium vastatus de novo 
et de veteri. Inpredictis Boscisparum de Bestiis. 

Item visi Juerunt Bosci de Hareleg, Hamege, et de Acton,^^ bene 
custodi de quercu et subbosco. 

(Here the Bosc of Frodesley is surveyed, as elsewhere stated.) 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Picheford, rationabiliter custoditus de 
novo, sed (de) veteri aliquantulum vastatus tempore libertatis. 

Item visus fuit Boscus de Kontelop,^^ — multum vastatus de veteri, 
turn tempore guerrcB, turn tempore libertatis, et de novo aliquantulum 
vastatus ut de Werekumde.^ 

(Here Burywood, appurtenant to Condover, is surveyed, and the 
two Boscs of Longnor, as elsewhere stated.) 


^ Hajcrast, west of Bushmoor, and 
similaTlj preserved as a Boyal Chase. 
It does not appear why the Prior of Wen- 
lock should come so far south for timber, 
miless it were for the repair of the Glun 
Churches, which were of his Advowson. 

w The Long-Mynd. 

^ I cannot trace the name Netebech, 
unless Batch, a little North-west of Church 
Stretton, is the locality. 

^ Bagleth Hill, South of Church Stret- 


ton ; — the largest of the Stretton range. 

^ Womerton at the North-eastern end 
of the Long Mynd. 

® Cressage. 

^^ Harley, Hamage, and Acton Bumell. 

" Cantlop. 

^ WerektDude. — ^A word which I can- 
not explain. I hare nerer met with it 
elsewhere. A wood adjoining to Wrent- 
nall seems to have been called Werkwode 
(supra, p. 206). 
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Item visijuerunt Bosci de Lee Botumd et*^ *,** — bene cmtoditi 
de quercu et sttbbosco. 

Item visusfuit Boscus de Smethecot, — bene cmtoditus de quercu et 
8ubbo8COy sed ad caput iprim viUa versus ^ * *y parum vastatur tern- 
pari gueme ad logas^^ faciendas et ad averia pascenda. 

Item visijuerunt Bosci de Wildredeleg et de StepeUan, — bene cus- 
toditi de quercu et sttbbosco, sed de novo sunt aUquantulum vastati 
tempore libertatis. 

Item visi fuerunt Bosci de Ptdrebech et de Langedon, — muUum 
vastati de veteri et aUquantulum de novo. Nulla est Jrequentacio 
bestiarum inpredictis boscis, nisi in transeundo. 

Item visa fuit Hay a Domini Regis de Lga^ — bene custodita de 
quercu et subbosco, exceptis liberatis factis de done Domini Regis, 
scilicet Johanni Blunde^ Abbati Salop^ Fratribus Predicatoribus,^ 
Priori de Weniak, et aliis ut Forestarius dicit, — in qud Hayd paucte 
sunt bestuB. 

So then the only three Hayes, or Royal Preserveflj which were still 
kept intact within this vast jurisdiction^ were those of Lythwood^ 
Bushmoor^ and Haycrust. 

In 1250 Geoffrey de Langley^ Justice of the Forest^ set arren- 
tations on qnantities of land^ hitherto within Jurisdiction of the 
Long Forest, but which now became exempt from waste and Re- 
gard. The lands thus released lay in the following Manors^ Vills, 
or Woods : viz. Condover, Ryton^ The Lithe^ Staplewood^ Langley^ 
Wilderhope, Stanwey, Millichope^ Corfton, Sibton^ Simington, Dod- 
dinghop (Dinchope), Woolston, Bushbury^ Gippoles^ Frodesley, Wis- 
tanstow. The Marshy Ho))e Bowdler, Ragdon^ Longnor, Dorrington^ 
Netley, Pulverbatch, and Gretton. 

On this occasion Geofirey de Langley's proceedings were not all 
concessions. He seized into the King's hand Walter de Clifford's 
Wood in the Long Forest, — evidently Siefton Wood. It still re- 
mained in the King's hand in 1255, and was, it seems, better taken 
care of than when Clifford had it.^ 

In 1255 the Jurors of Munslow Hundred were questioned as to 


^ Perhape Steplewood was the word 
obliterated. 

" LogtB are huts, I presume. 

* Lythwood. 

^ These names are not punctuated in 
the original, and we might be thus induced 
to enter John Blunde's name on a List of 


Abbots of Shrewsbury. John Blunde was 
howerer nothing more than a King's 


* For further proof of the early esta- 
blishment of Preaching Friars at Shrews- 
bury, see Hitt, Shrewhwry^ II. 444. 

» Roi, Sundred. II. 64. 
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whether the Forester of the Long Forest kept, or suffered others to 
keep, goats in the Forest. They answered that the Forester him- 
self kept no goats, but he allowed others to keep them in their own 
Boscs in the Forest, as they had always been used to do, except in 
the fence-month {mense vetito) .^® 

The Jurors of Church Stretton and Condover Manors further re- 
ported several sales, made by Royal Commissioners, of the windfalls 
and oak-trees of this district ; for instance. Sir Hugh de Iiega and 
Ralph de la Lowe had on one occasion received 2 merks, on another 
9^., for windfalls ; Thomas de Roshal and Robert de Halton had in 
this very year (1255) received 22«. O^d. for oak-timber at Stretton, 
and 42s. lOd. for oak-trees and underwood in The Lye.^^ Also in 
this same year Henry de Halewyton had sold windfalls in Wim- 
breston Bosc and in Haschurste for 68. Sd. and Is. Sd. These re- 
ceipts had been handed over to Peter de Muneton (Forester of that 
district), and transmitted by him to the Sheriff.^^ 

At the Forest Assizes of 1262, Ralph de la Lowe and Hugh de 
Kynsedele (or his successor, Hamo de Middleton) accounted for 
twelve years' agistment (from 1251 to 1262 inclusive) received from 
The Lye, Bissemore, and Havechurste, as the three Royal Hayes 
are called. For one year (1251) the Pesson of the Lye had wholly 
failed. In another (1252) it had yielded £4. In the same year 
Bissemore and Havechurste together had only yielded 16s. 

At these same Assizes the Regard of the Jurisdiction now under 
notice is appropriately entered as the Regard of Lang-Forest, Strat- 
ton Dale, and Longemunede, Imbladements were assessed in Little 
Sutton, Medlicott, Ratlinghope, Langley, Kenley, Harley,Wilderley, 
Smethcott, Dorrington, and Longnor. The Boscs of Siefton and 
Munslow, ^' within the aforesaid Regard,^' were stated to be wasted, 
as I have elsewhere particularized. Some other Boscs in this juris- 
diction now also come into notice for the first time. — The King's 
Bosc of Stretton had been wasted, formerly and recently, by the 
men of Stretton. The Boscs of Roger de Sibeton and Peter de 
Bois * * * in Wulfreton^^ had been also wasted of old time. The 
last, being without a Wood-warden, was ordered to be seized into 
the King's hand, and each case of waste was punished with a fine of 
half a merk. 

The Forest Assize- Roll of November 1271 contains some curious 
entries as to trespasses within this Jurisdiction. — 

It was presented by Geoffirey de Pychford, Seneschal of all the 

» . 31 . 33 jjo^. Hundred. II. 73, 84, 68. I » Woolaton, near Wistanstow. 
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Forests of Shropshire; by John fitz Hugh^ Capital Forester; by 
their Sub-foresters , and by John fitz Aer, John de Ercall, Hugh de 
Leghe, John de Astelegh^ and Herbert de Wyke, Verderers; how 
that Peter de Vaux, and other dependants {manupasii) of John le 
Strange, Junior, captured a Stag near Middlehope-Mill in the Long 
Forest. The Vill of Middlehope and about seventy other Vills, 
which did not attend in good force {plenarie) to investigate this 
matter, were put down for amercement, or some other censure, for 
their default. The same Officers presented Hugh de Turberville, 
for taking four hinds and two kids in the Haye of La Lye ; and 
John fitz Alan for taking a kid near the Haye of Bissemore. Also, 
John fitz Alan, Junior, and John Gifibrd of Brimesfield were pre- 
sented as Offenders. Also one Nicholas, appointed to be a Forester 
by Roger de Clifford, then Justice of the Forest, had hunted a hind 
in Hokwode, near Muneton. Also Henry de Lacy had committed 
some offence in Stanwey. 

After the above details, the first Perambulation of the Forests, 
taken in Edward I.^s time, becomes very intelligible. I give all the 
extracts which relate to the abandoned Jurisdiction, and to the stiU 
reserved portions, of the Long-Forest. Three departments are 
spoken of. — 

1. These Vills and Boscs, which had pertained to the Forester- 
ship of Stepelwode, were now disforested : viz. the Vills of Ste- 
pelton ; Netley, with its fields ; half Longedon, with two plains and 
a bosc; Chirche-Pulrebache, with two plains and a bosc; Wyldrede- 
leye, with a plain and bosc; Smethecote, with a plain and bosc; 
Pikelescote, with one plain ; Wolstanstone, with two plains and a 
bosc; Lega-in-Bottewode, with a plain and bosc; and Dodyton 
(Dorrington), with a plain. " So that " (adds the Record) "of the 
aforesaid Bailiwick {custodid) nothing remains in the Forest, accord- 
ing to the Perambulation there made.'^ 

2. These Vills and Boscs, which had pertained to the Haye of 
LiTHEWODE, were now disforested : viz. Conedovere, with its plain 
and bosc, which bosc (Burywood is meant) had sometime been a 
demesne-bosc of the King's; the Vills of Rittone (Great Ryton?); 
Wethale(Wheathill); Rutone (Little Ryton?); Pychford; Cantelope; 
Byriton (Berrington) ; Bromton; Kronghul (Cronkhill); Chylton; 
Betton Magna; Alvithemere; Strange Betton; Sutton; Etone- 
Massecote; Northton (Great Norton); Beystan; part of the vill of 
Polileye, containing 12 virgates; a house in Welbache with half a 
virgate ; the Vills of Magna Lya, Wesseleye, Parva Lya, and Lon- 
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genovere (Longnor); the Boscs of Voxakemere, Fredelegfrowe, Prot- 
mon^rene, and Harleye^ and the Vill of Burton (Bourton), with its 
plains. 

What remained appurtenant to the Haye of Lithewode^ and was 
not disforested^ was — Five houses in the Vill of Polyleye (Pulley), 
with 2i virgates of land. 

3. These Vills and Boscs, which had pertained to the Forestership 
of MuNETON, were now disforested : viz. the Vill of Tykelewordyn with 
its plains and bosc ; the viUate of Wygewyke with its plains ;^the 
Vill of Ragedon with its plains ; Acton Schottes with its plains and 
boscs; Aleyghamstone (Alceston) with its plains; La Merche (now 
Marshbrook) with its plains ; the Vill of Asthampton (now Asterton) 
with its plains; the Bishop of Hereford's Bosc, called Aston; the 
Vill of La Munede with its plain and bosc ; and B;atelynghope with 
its plains. 

That which remained appurtenant to the Forestership of Muneton, 
and was not disforested, was — the Haye of Byschemore and Hake- 
hurste ; a certain mountain called Ragelyt ; the Bosc called Even- 
woode ; and the Manor of Stretton with its plains and all its appur- 
tenances. 

The great and final Perambulation of the Forest of Shropshire 
was made on June 6, 1300, and ratified by Edward I., on Feb. 14, 
1301. A great portion of its statements and decisions relate to the 
jurisdiction of the Long Forest, though the name of the Long Forest 
is not once mentioned therein. 

The Haye called Le Lithewode was to continue a Forest ac- 
cording to these boundaries: — From the highway at the Bosc of 
Audulph de Bracy near Pogwenhale, going up by Weelbacheseuese,^"* 
through the cover of Lithewode, to the field of Great Lyth, along 
Welbacheseuese-wey to Wemardslegh, and so, going up thence 
along the hedge of the field of Ghreat-Lythe, to the green-way which 
leads under Egesfordesknolle,^^ and so along the said way to the 
hedge of the field of Wesseleye, and so along the said hedge to the 
hedge of the field of Little Lithe, and so along the said hedge to the 
watercourse which descends between the field of Little Lythe and 
the field of Beystan, and going up thence along the said watercourse 
to the Trench^* between the Forest of Lythewode and the bosc of 


^ That \b, Welbatch-houBe, — the house 
before disforested. 
» Now Exford's Green. 
^ Mr. Qeorge Morris considers tliis 


threnchia to be the ancient encampment 
now called Buiy^s Camp. If so^ I should 
translate the word entrenchment. 
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Beystan^ and so straight along the said trench to the BracieBok,'^ 
and so going down to the bounds between Beystan and Polilegh 
(Pulley)^ and so along the said bounds, to wit a certain old foes, to 
BeystaneshtQl,^^ ^^^i from Beystaneshnll going down to Bolemeres- 
siche,^^ and so, going up along a certain old foss under Bolerugh, to 
the field of Alvithmere, and so along the said field to the Scare above 
Boletug, and going down thence to the field of Sutton, and going 
up thence to Wolmereshaystowe, and so straight to the Horestone, 
in Twichenilde Greuen, and so thence to the vill of Polileye^ going 
up to the head of the vill, aloi^ a certain watercourse to a certain 
old foss at the Stockyngesheued, and thence up through the middle 
of Polileye-moor^^ to the Hokesheued, and thence along the Hau- 
edwei to Lullayeswey^ and so from Lullayeswai to Butteshute near 
Pormonesgreuen,^ and thence straight to the comer of Hanl^h, 
and so along a certain road to Morsich near Audulph-shutte, and 
so down along the MersicV to the highway near Poghwenhale, where 
the first boundary begins. 

The King's Haye called Hauehurst was to continue a Forest 
according to these boundaries : — From Cherleyesford up along 
Clueyesigh to the Merbrook ; thence down along the Merbrook to 
the river {ripariam) called Oneye; thence down along the bank 
{ripam) of Onye to the Hauedbrok ; and so going up along the 
Hauedbrok to Cherleghford, where the first boundary begins. 

The King's Hate called Bishepmore was to continue a Forest 
according to these boundaries : — From the Hauedweieshelde down 
along Winewesbrok' to Bottestret,^^ and so along the road of Botte- 
stret up to Bottelowe ; and still along the aforesaid road of Botte- 
stret to the Oldehale; thence along the Cover to Haselwalle; and 
so fix>m Hasdwalle along a certain foss to Whittingeswair ; and so 
up along the cover to the Hauedweyeshelde, where the first boun« 
dary begins. 

The Vill of Muneton with its appurtenances was also Forest ; and 
the heir of Peter Mauveisin held it of the King in respect of his 
keeping custody of the said hayes of Hauekhurst and Bishepmore. 
So too the Manor of Stretton in Strettonesdale was Forest, with its 
boscs and wastes and all its appurtenances ; and Hawise de la Pole 
held it of the King for the term of her life.^^ 

V Bmoy's-oak. ^^ Part of the WaUing Street so called 

(yide supra, pp. 60, 69). 

^ Hawifld, widow of Qniil^h ap €hren- 
wynwyn, Prince of Powis, and daoghter of 
John la Strange (III.), of Nesae. 


^ The riyulet which feeds Bomer Pool. 
" Now Pulley Oonunon. 
^ Perhaps the Protmon^grene of the 
former Peramhulation. 
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The list of ViUs and Boscs declared to be disforested by this 
Perambulatioii varies much from the former. I select those only 
which had pertained to the Long Forest Jurisdiction. These I con- 
ceive were : — Half the vill of Dodinghope (Dinchope), the bosc of 
Syneton (Siefton), a certain field of Wetleton (Wetlington near 
Stokesay) ; a certain field of Norton (near Culmington)^ on the 
north side, called the Sponne; the bosc of Corfton; the bosc of 
Diddlebury ; the vill of Aston and half the vill of Munslow ; Little 
Millichope; Higher Millichope; two messuages in Hungerford; 
half the vill of Shipton; two fields of Bradeston (Broadstone near 
Stanway) ; Upper and Lower Larden ; half Brockton ; two fields of 
Fatton; two messuages and two fields of Bourton (Burton near 
Wenlock) ; Harley ; half of Cressage ; Hamage Grange ; Kenley ; 
Bromycroftelegh (near Kenley) ; Blakewey, with its boscs and 
plains; Esthope; Langley; Ruckley; Hothales; Lushcote; Long- 
ville; Plessh (Plaish); Brome, with its boscs and plains; Chate- 
walle; Prodesley; Gretton; Bomeshurst;^ Longnor; Lydley; 
Coumbelegh (Comley) ; Bottefeud (Botvyle) ; Willaston ; Enche- 
mersh ; Cardington ; Stone Acton, with its boscs and plains ; Acton 
Bumel; Little Preen; Church Preen; Lutwych; Wilderhope; 
Over' and Nether Stanwey ; Presthope ; Astwall (Eastwall) and 
Laken ;** Rushbury ; Cotes ; Westwall ; Eton (under Heywood) ; 
Horton; Ticlewardyn (Ticklerton) ; Hope Bowdler; Chelmick; 
Ragdon, with its boscs and plains ; the vills of Acton,^ Middlehope, 
Westhope, Wolfreston (WoUerton), Algameston(Alceston), Affecote, 
Acton. Scot, and Hennelegh (near Acton Scott) ; Whyttingeslowe, 
with its boscs and plains ; Streford ; Mersh ; Wistanestowe ; Fdd- 
hampton; Wolferton (Woolston) ; Rotelinghope, with its boscs and 
plains; all the Longemenede (Long Mynd), except the demesnes of 
the Manor of Stretton, which Manor the King had by Escheat ;^ 
Modelicote (Medlicott) ; Stucte (Stitt) ; Wolstaneston (Woolstaston); 
Smethecote; Pycklescote; Wyldridd^h (Wilderley); Beccheton 
(now Beatchcott) ; Codardecote (Cothercote) ; Shupene,*'^ with its 

year's produce of certain assarts in Bo- 
menhurst and Pullej, part of the estates 
of Philip Bumell, deceased. 

** Lake House, near Bushbury (yide 
III. 308). 

^ Acton, — perhaps intended for Hat- 
ton, near Eaton-under-Heywood. 

^ Escheat, that is, of the Norman Earls 
of Shrewsbury. 


^ BoMBBHUBSTE. — I haTO not been 
able to disoorer the exact situation of this 
ViU, nor the Manor of which it was a 
member. The little I have to say about 
it may pass in a note. — 

In 1260 OteoStey de Langley set arren- 
tationa of 1&«. Z\d. on the Vill of Bo- 
menehurst for 20 acres and 7 perches of 
assarted lands. At Michaelmas, 1306, the 
King's Escheator accounts for 25«. as the I *^ Shupene. 1 cannot trace this Vill. 

VI. 44 
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bogcs and plains ; Stepelton, Nethelegh (Netley) ; half Castelpolre- 
bache ; the Vill of Chirchpolrebache ; half the vill of Longedon ; 
Great Lyth ; Little Lyth ; Wesselegh ( Westley) ; Beystan, with its 
boscs and plains; three parts of the vill of Polil^h (Pulley), with 
its boscs and plains; the bosc of Mdebracy (Brace Meole) ; one 
messuage in Welbache ; half the vill of Pichford; the vills of Can- 
telope ; Byriton (Berrington) ; Eton Massecot, with its boscs and 
plains; Abbots Betton; Chylton; Bromton; Cronkhill; Burton 
(Bourton), with its wastes, boscs, and plains ; the Vills of Conedovre, 
Aldefeud (Allfield) ; Great Byton ; Little Byton, with its boscs and 
plains ; and the Vill of Wygwyk, with its moors and wastes. 

THE LTB FOREST, NOW LTTHWOOD. 

There are some particulars, proper to the King's Haye of Lith- 
wood, which would only have interrupted the above general account 
of the Long Forest, and which I therefore add here. 

On August 29, 1226, King Henry III., then at Shrewsbury, 
orders the Chief Forester of Shropshire to allow the Canons of St. 
Chad four oak-trees in the Bosc of Lye, towards the building of 
their Church.** 

In the Pipe-Roll of 1228 the following Fine is recorded. The 
men (freeholders) of Westley, Great Lye, Welbatch, Newbold, 
Beyston, Pulley, Little Lye, and Norton, render account of ten 
merks, that they may have pasture for the cattle of their demesnes, 
in The Lye, except in the Fence-Month : they pay £5. la^. 4rf. 
down, and owe £\. They further pay one merk for the yearns 
rent of such pasture ; which sum they are to pay yearly as long as 
they shall enjoy the same by the King's pleasure. 

This annual rent of one merk is charged more or less regularly 
on the Pipe-Bolls of succeeding years ; but it appears that about 
the year 1232 John de Monemue, then Justice of the Forest, 
ejected the said Freeholders &om their pasturage. It was not till 
the year 1280 that the matter was properly settled. On June 25, 
of that year, Edward I. directs the Sheriff of Shropshire to in- 
quire how the matter stood, and, if he found that the said Free- 
holders were not enjoying the said pasturage, he was to acquit 
them of the said annual rent of one merk, with all arrears, and 
to restore any cattle of theirs which might have been taken in 
distress. The Sheriff returned an Inquest, taken in full County 

« Clout. II. 135. 
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Court, before himself and the Coroners. The Jury described the 
original Fine with Henry III., the disseizure of the Freeholders 
3i years after, and their consequent want of all benefit of the Fine 
for 48 years past. " Nevertheless,*' said the Jurors, " they have 
paid and still pay the said merk annually to the Sheri£fs of Salop^ 
for the King's use.*'^ 

END OF CONODOTTRIS HUNDRED. 


ftJ)retD«iburp J^untireti. 


Domesday designates this Hundred sometimes as that of Sdrcpes- 
berie, sometimes as the Hundredum Civiiatis} 

Circumstances oblige me to deal with the Hundred of Shrewsbury 
in an exceptional way. Domesday points it out as involving, or 
paying geld upon, 100 hides.^ Of those hundred hides, we are 
not able to distinguish the precise locality of more than 6| from 
the evidence of Domesday, The locality of 2 hides more, though 
uncertified in Domesday, may be fixed with the aid of subsequent 
Records. Half a hide more, though it has distinct mention in 
Domesday, is unallocated in that Record, and must remain so^ for 
want of later evidences to show its position. 


« Inquisitiona, 8 Edward I., No. 45, b. 

1 It seems that Domesday does not here 
recognize the usual distinction, which ap- 
plies the title of CivUtu or City only to 
Cathedral towns. In a great majority of 
instances Domesday obseryes the distinc- 
tion, and applies the terms Bwgua or 
ViUa to such towns as were not Episcopal 
Sees. I think it possible that the existence 
of such a Church as St. Chad's atShrews- 
buiy may have been deemed sufficient to 
entitle the town to the rank of a dviieu. 
Howeyer, the town of Leicester is also 
called CivUcu in Domesday ^ and though 
the Bishop of Lincohi had two Churches 
in Leicester, they can hardly be reckoned 
as equal in collegiate dignity with St. 
Chad's. 


3 Domesday^ fo. 252, a, 1. This is a 
signal proof that the Hide was not 
an invariable measure of extent, but a 
measiure of oomparative value. It would 
be absurd to suppose that the City 
Liberties contained an area equal to 
that of CondoTcr Hundred; yet such 
would be the result of aaniming the hide 
to have consbted of a definite number 
of measured acres. Thus the Vomee- 
day Hundreds of Alnodestreu and Con- 
detret were perhaps originally Half-Hun- 
dreds, and Overs perhaps a Quarter- 
Hundred; but Patintun, Culvestan, and 
Conodovre Hundredsappear inDametdayy 
each with such a hidage as leaves it sup- 
posable that they were originally Hundreds 
in the strict sense of the term. 
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My rule shall be that^ where Domesday asserts a distinct tenure 
within the City Liberties, I will give a separate account of that 
tenure, carrying it on to later timeb^ where materials for doing so 
exist. This plan will leave a large surplus, viz. 90| hides, under 
the indefinite title of Shrewsbury and its Suburbs, With that item 
I do not propose to deal. The general History of Shrewsbury has 
been already written, and so written as that any reproduction 
thereof must needs be either a plagiarism or a failure. That the said 
History might be improved by an appendix is possible, — an ap- 
pendix dealing especially with territorial, or rather civic, boundaries 
and with the early changes of property within the Borough. But 
this task is beside my present scope, and beyond my present power. 
It is a thing of itself, and I may neither promise to my Readers or 
to myself that distant future which would alone suffice for so large 
an undertaking. 

The annexed Table of the Civic Hundred of Shrewsbury requires 
one or two remarks. The description of Earl Roger's Sub-tenants 
in the 90} unallocated hides of Shrewsbury is necessarily a general 
one. These Sub-tenants were, of course, the commiinity of Bur- 
gesses, French and English, except those who held their Burgages 
under Ralph de Mortimer, or the Bishop of Chester, and except 
those who held their Burgages not immediately under the Earl, 
but mediately, under one or other of the Shrewsbury Churches. In 
the latter category we should place 89 Burgesses whom the Earl 
had made over to his recent foundation, — the Abbey of St. Peter. 

The present Liberties of Shrewsbury contain all that was in- 
volved in the Domesday Hundred, and much more besides. The 
annexation to Shrewsbury of several Manors out of Condover Hun- 
dred has already been shown. We shall hereafter see how the 
Borough extended its boundaries into every other Hundred which 
bordered it at Domesday, 

Lastly, I should point out that, whereas Shrewsbury consisted in 
Saxon times of the exact number of 100 hides, we may infer that 
that was the primary idea and condition of all Hundreds. Where 
any variation occurs, we may presume that the original estimate 
had been tampered with in its details, or perhaps authoritatively 
changed. In cases where Districts, consisting of 50 hides or there- 
abouts, have got the name of Hundreds, it is easy to see that the 
original District was a Half-Hundred, and that the arithmetical dis- 
tinction of name had become obsolete. 
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This Manor was one of those which Domesday dassifies as held 
by Ralph de Mortimer of the King^ without any mesne right or 
interest of the Norman Earl. — 

'^ The same Badulf (de Mortemer) holds Melam. Eddid held it 
(in Saxon times) . Here are iii hides^ geldable. In demesne there 
are iii ox-teams^ and (there are) vi Ser&^ iiii Female Serfe^ vi Vil- 
lains^ and III Boors, with iii teams, and one Radman with half a 
team. To this Manor belong ix Burgesses within the City (of 
Shrewsbury), and a Mill of 20^. (annual value). In King Edward^s 
time, and afterwards, the Manor was worth £7. {per atmanC) . Now 
it is worth £13. 5*. 6rf."i 

I have pointed out, under Cleobury Mortimer, that Edith, the 
Queen of Edward the Confessor, is the person described in the 
above and other passages of Domesday under the name Eddid.^ 
Queen Edith's estate near Shrewsbury, consisting of Meole, Edge- 
bold, and a gi*eat part of Pulley, had probably passed from her 
hands to those of William fitz Osborn, Earl of Hereford, had been 
forfeited by his Son, Earl Roger de Bretolio, in 1074^ and had then 
been granted by King William to Ralph de Mortimer. That such 
grants were in diminution of the Palatinate of the Norman Earl of 
Shrewsbury is obvious ; not less obvious is that policy of the King 
which suggested these checks on provincial absolutism. 

It is probable that, in the hands of Mortimer, Edgebold and a 
great part of Pulley became so involved in Meole, that all three 
Manors are occasionally described as Meole, The two first were 
also withdrawn from Condover Hundred, and were eventually an- 
nexed, like Meole, to the Liberties of Shrewsbury. Of this col- 
lective Manor of Meole we are told that Hugh de Mortimer (of 
Wigmore) was seized in demesne at the time of Henry II.'s acces- 
sion, but that he subsequently enfeofied William Martel, a Knight, 
therein. William Martel, we are also told, gave Meole in turn to 
Audulf de Braci. Something of this kind probably took place ; but 
we know that Roger de Mortimer, son and heir of Hugh, denied 
both the above feoffinent and gift, and that^ after the death of the 

> Domesday, fo. 260, b, 1. | » gupra, Vol. IV. pp. 198, 194. 
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first Aadulf de Braci, of whom we have record, Roger de Mortimer 
seized upon Meole as his own demesne. Hence arose a series of 
litigation^ perhaps the most protracted of any which I shall have to 
record^ but so interesting in many particulars, that I will not 
materially abridge its successive stages. — 

At Westminster, April 27, 1203. — An Assize came on for hearing, 
under the form of mort d'ancestre, viz. " whether Adolph, father of 
Adolph de Bracy (the present Plaintiff), was seized in demesne as of 
fee, on the day he died, of the Manor of Mole, which Manor Roger 
de Mortimer was now holding.^^ Mortimer put in no reason for 
postponing the Trial. However, the Bench adjourned it till the 
Justices-in-Eyre should visit Shropshire. The reason was that the 
Recognizors, most of them, had essoigned their attendance at West- 
minster. Other Recognizors, who were unessoigned, and whose 
future attendance was to be enforced by attachment, were William 
Pantolf, Hugh de Upton, Griffin Gaiety Uaumer de Rodinton, and 
Simon Falconer.^ 

The Justices-in-Eyre were sitting at Shrewsbury on October 1st, 
1203. On that day they accepted the essoign of Roger de Mor- 
timer, in a plea of mort cPancestre against Audulf de Brascy, and 
adjourned the hearing till October 16th at Worcester. Mortimer's 
Essoignors were Oliver Costard and Robert de la Cote ; his Sureties 
were William de Spineto and Adam le Sauvage.* 

The case was heard at Gloucester, and not at Worcester, but in 
the same Eyre. The Jury found that Audulf, the Father, had died 
seized of the Manor of Moles ; so judgment went for Audulf, the 
Son, who was to have seizin thereof, while Mortimer was left in 
misericordid.^ 

Before I proceed with this litigation, 1 should introduce a cotem- 
porary notice which we have of Audulf de Braci. Fulk fitz Warin's 
outlawry probably took place about May 1201, and continued till 
November 1203. The Fitz Warin Chronicle calls Aldulf de Bracy 
his Cousin, and implies that he shared his exile in Little-Brittany in 
1201 .• The outlawed companions of Fulk fitz Warin are enumerated 
with apparent fulness on the Rolls of the period, but Audulf de 
Bracy is never mentioned as one of them. If then we are to accept 
the statement of the Chronicle, we must further understand that 


' Plaeita, Pasob. Tm. 4 John, m. 5. 

The aooount of this trial, giyen in the 
Ahbrmriatio Plaoitomm (page 38), seems 
to have been taken from a duplicate 


Boll of the same Term. 

* • ' Salop Assizes, 5 John, mm. 1 and 
3 dorso, 

« Page 71 (Warton CTiib Edition). 
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Aiidulf de Bracy did not persist in his allegiance to Fitz^Warin^ or 
incur outlawry. Such a disability would at the moment have been 
fatal to his claim against Mortimer. 

To proceed with the litigation. — Mortimer was not to be baffled 
by the decision against him. He now turned Plaintiff, and sued 
Audulph de Brad in a general form for the land of Moles. An un- 
dated Assize-Roll, but which I think belongs to February 1204, 
states this suit to have come before Geofi&ey fitz Piers and his asso- 
ciates at York. Strange to say, De Brad appeared in Court and 
^aded that he was under age. This Mortimer denied. The issue 
then, to be first tried, was this one of age, which was adjourned to 
the morrow of the Close of Easter, — i. e. to May 3 (if the year was 
1204) .7 

A second undated Roll, probably of that Term, further adjourns 
the Placiium terra and the Placitum de atate faciendd which Mor- 
timer had against Braci, to the hearing of the King on the morrow 
of the Holy Trinity (June 21, if in 1204).8 Then the PlacUum de 
aiaie was forther adjourned to October 6, because the Recognizors 
were not all in attendance. Herbert Mauveisin, Rieh»rd de Lecton 
(Leighton), and Thomas de Costentin, are named as De&ulters on 
this and several previous OQcasions, and the Sheriff was ordered to 
have their persons in Court.^ 

I hear nothing further of this suit for more than a year ; but in 
Easter Term 1206, Audulf de Brad receded from the Ptacitum de 
(Btate, probably because time had made it no longer a question. 
The Court ordered the issue of a fresh writ {hreve originale), com- 
mitting Braci to the Suit de terrd de Moles ; and Mortimer named 
Baldwin de Gusering or John de * * *, Ids Attorney therein.* In 
Trinity Term, 1206, the case was called on. John de Baooinot, 
Mortimer's Attorney, appeared, but Audulf de Braci made default. 
The land was, as usual, seized by the Crown, and the Litigants 
stood summoned for June 25.^^ On that very day Audulf de Brad 
appeared in Court and replevied his land \^^ the Suit was adjourned 
to October 20}^ On January 27, 1207, the case appears in Bald- 
win de Cuserigg's care, as Mortimer's Attorney, but could not be 
heard because the Sheriff had neglected the return of some Writ 
connected therewith.^^ On January 27, 1208, I get another glimpse 


7 PlacUa tempore Begis Joh€Him$, No. 
69, m. 4 doTM. 
" PlacUa, Boll No. 7, mm. 3 and 6. 
B PlacUa, Fasch. Tm. 7 John, m. 5. 


^ PlaeUa, 7, 8 John, mm. 9 dor^o, 15 
recto, 16 reeto. 

" PlacUa, Hil. Tm. 8 John, m. 4 dorto. 
Hil. Tm. 9 John, m. 11 dorso. 
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of the Suit. — A day (April 20, 1208) was given to the Litigants at 
their own request ; Mortimer foregoing any advantage from a pre- 
vioos default which he said that the Defendant had made at the 
Tower of London, and the Defendant naming as his Attorney a 
famous personage of the period, viz. William de Kantelupe, who, 
as we know, was a near connection of De Bracy. It was not till 
Sunday, May 18, 1208, that the pleadings were fully heard. The 
process was as follows. — " Roger de Mortimer seeks against Audulf 
de Bracy the Manor of Moles with its appurtenances, as his right, 
and as a Manor whereof tis (Mortimer's) Ancestors, from the Con* 
quest of England, were seized, as of their right, both in the time of 
King Henry, the King's Grandfather (meaning Henry I.), and after- 
wards, even to the time of King Henry, the King's Father ; — ^in 
whose time, Hugh, the Plaintiff's Father, was seized, of fee and of 
right, to wit by taking esplees thereof to the value of 10^., and more ; 
— and of this the Plaintiff has sufficient evidence {aectam su^iden- 
tern)/* ''And Audulf appears and denies {defendit) the Plaintiff's 
right to hold the Manor in demesne, but he well acknowledges tha| 
the aforesaid Hugh (de Mortimer) was once seized thereof in de- 
mesne, and that he (Hugh) gave the Manor to a certain Knight, 
William Martel, to wit for his homage and service, which William 
took esplees thereof, as in his own right, for many years; and he 
(William Martel) afterwards gave it to Audulf de Bracy, the De* 
fendanfs Father, for his homage and service ; which Audulf took 
esplees thereof and died seized thereof; and from him the Manor 
descended to the Defendant as his heir. And this the Defendant 
offers to try {diratianare) against the Plaintiff, as he ought to try it, 
viz. that the land was so given." ^ 

The technical language which follows should be explained rather 
than translated. As an alternative the Defendant offers to decide 
the matter by duel. He names one Wigan, a fi^e man of his own, 
as his champion ; or if any accident should happen to Wigan (be- 
fore he entered the lists), another should be named, competent to 
the business. Mortimer accepts the challenge, and names his free 
man Robert de Brocton as his champion. The Court does not 
seem to have adopted the proposal of a duel, but named June 15 
as a day for the parties to appear before the King and hear sen- 
tence. A marginal note intimates that De Brad proposed the 


^ PlaeUa, Pasch. Tm. 9 John {ineipieiUe 
10 John), m. 4 dorfo. 
The Marteli were perhftpe aneeston of 


De Braci. The history of the Bedford- 
shire Manor of Eaton, which I shall pre* 
sentlj trace, suggests such an idea. 
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Wager of Battle, in ease another plea, which he had, were unavail- 
ing, viz. "that the person who ought to warrant the Manor to 
himself was beyond sea."^^ The Absentee was, I conclude^ the 
heir of William Martel. 

On June 15, 1208, sentence in this cause was deferred till July 
22.^^ Meantime, Audulf de Bracy cancelled his appointment of 
William de Kantilupe as his Attorney, and named William de 
St. Edward instead.^^ 

A Patent of July 26, 1208, now comes in, not explaining, but 
very materially complicating this story. Wigan de Mara, Servant 
{Serviens) of William de Cantilupe, the King's Seneschal, has 
Letters of Protection freeing him from all Suits of County and 
Hundred, etc., " so long as he shall be in the service of the said 
Seneschal, for the purpose of making trial (pro duracionefaciendd) 
on behalf of the said Seneschal, between him and Roger de 
Mortimer concerning the land of Moles.'' It is evident from this 
that Wigan, probably a professed duellist, was really Cantilupe's 
servant, and had been engaged while Cantilupe was yet Bracy's 
Attorney. The question is, why Cantilupe, though dismissed by 
Bracy, retained the Bravo in his employ, and how Cantilupe comes 
to figure as principal in a suit against Mortimer about Meole. My 
only suggestion is that there was a cross-suit instituted by Canti- 
lupe, of which the Assize-Bolls fail to inform us, but of which we 
shall have other evidence in the sequel. 

In October 1208 William de St. Edward essoigned his appearance 
before the King at Gloucester, as Attorney in the Suit between 
Mortimer and Braci. The hearing was adjourned to April 6, 1209.^* 
I hear no more of this Suit or Suits; but I can quote the Fine 
which ended them, and which was levied before the King himself 
at Westminster, in January 1211. The fine purports to be between 
" Roger de Mortimer, Plaintiff, and Audulf de Brascy, Tenant, 
of the Manor of Moles with its appurtenances, whereof there was 
Plea between them." Roger now recognizes Audulf's right to 
the premises, " so, however, as that William de Cantlup and his 
heirs shall hold the whole Manor aforesaid under Roger and his 
heirs for ever, doing therefore the service of one knight in lieu of 
all other services. 'And the same Audulf and his heirs shall hold 
a moiety of the aforesaid Manor under the same William and his 
heirs for ever, doing therefore the service of half a knight's fee in 
lieu of all services. This moiety was not to include any part of 

^ Tbidom, mm. 9 recto, 14 dor^o. \ ** Plaeita, No. 68, m. 5. 
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the Capital Messuage, which was to remain to Cantlup and his 
heirs quietly and for ever. For the above recognition, fine, and 
concord, the aforesaid William de Cantlup gave to the said Roger 
800 merks of silver/' 

I cannot explain this transaction further than by saying that 
it held good for ages. Cantilupe's conduct and concern in the 
matter are from first to last inexplicable. Some trading or treachery 
on his part had probably to be concealed, and that which does 
not transpire in the Records of that shameless period is in no dan- 
ger of minute exposure now. # 

I have said that William de Cantilupe and Audulf de Bracy 
were connected. Though at the expense of a considerable digres- 
sion, I will make that point good at once ; for everything that bears 
on the origin and rise of the great House of Cantilupe is of impor- 
tance, and, as regards one section of my future history, is essen- 
tial. The first wife of William de Cantilupe was Mascelina, daughter 
of the first Audulf de Brad and sister or half-sister of Audulf 
de Braci, party to the above fine. This is proved, or rather illus- 
trated, as follows. — 

I believe, and can partly verify, a statement that King John 
gave the Manor of Eaton (Bedfordshire) to Ardidf de Brad.^^ If 
so, the Grantee was the first Ardulf, and the grant must have 
taken place in the first four years of King John's reign, for the 
said Ardulf (as we have seen) was deceased in April 1208. 

Certain it is that Audulf de Brascy, father of Mascelina, wife 
of the first William de Cantilupe, gave or confirmed land in Eaton 
(Bedfordshire) to Dunstaple Priory, and certain it is also that, 
after the said first Audulf 's death, William de Cantilupe got 
possession of Eaton, not as heir, but by grant of King John. On 
March 28, 1204, that King, being at Windsor, orders the Con- 


** lAfsoni^ Bedfordshire^ p. 78. — 
It appears from the Begister of Dun- 
staple (Harl. MSS. 1885, fo. 24), that in 
the reign of Henry I., Osbert Martel waa 
Lord of ^^o9i,including one third of Sorte- 
grave,Ythssre he made a grant to Dunstaple 
Priory. It further appears that Ingeram, 
Butler ' to Queen Eleanor, living in the 
reagns of Henry II. and Bichard I., and 
Burviying the accession of John, confirmed 
Osbert MarteFs grants in Sortegrave, and 
made other grants in Sortegrave and M- 
tkon to Dunstaple and to Fontevrauld 


(vide Patent, 2 John, m. 28). The Dun- 
staple Begister further contains a Deed of 
which the following is an extract : — JEtfo 
Adulfut de Braci confirmavi terrain de 
Sortegrave^ qtuE est de feodo meo de Ey- 
tone, ut inveni Conventum (de DunstapleJ 
seisitum, quando Rex mihi dedit Manerittm 
de Eytone, 

These facts, together with what is said 
in the text, prove that Audulf de Braci's 
seizin of Eaton was between Ingeram Pin- 
cema^s and William de Cantilupe's, and 
so between 119U and 1204. 
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stable of Berkhampstead to give William de Eantilape Ml seinn 
of the Manor of Eton.^^ A Charter of April 4, 1206^ erplains 
this Order. The King had previously given to William de Can- 
tilupe the Berkshire Manor of Cockeswell. He now gives him in 
exchange for Cockeswell the Bedfordshire Manor of Ejrton^ in fee 
and inheritance/^ for one knightVfee; but Cantilupe pays the 
King 300 merks for the exchange.^^ 

On June 20, 1209, William de Cantilupe settles, by fine, a dis- 
pute which he had with the Prior of Dunstaple about 60 acres in 
Sorcegrave (Shortgrave), a member of Eiton. Cantilupe qmt'Claimg 
not only the said 50 acres, but also 20 acres in Eiton, being part of 
40 acres which the Prior claimed in virtue of a grant made to hie 
House by Audulf de Brascy, father of Mascelina, wife of the afore* 
said WilUam,^^ 

I shall recur to these detaUs on a future occasion, and will now 
proceed with my account of Meole, as held by Cantilupe under 
Mortimer of Wigmore, Cantilupe^s Under-Tenant in a moiety 
thereof, being that Audulf de Braci, in whose tenure the distinctive 
name of Brace Meole originated. — 

At the Assizes of 1221, Audulf de Bracy appears as a Knight and 
as Surety for his neighbour, Hugh le Strange of Berrington. At 
these Assizes we also have had mention of Qilbert de Meles, of 
Roger Sergeant of Meola, and of William Provost of Meles.^ The 
last at least was an Officer of Cantilupe^s, for William de Cantilupe, 
paying his proportion of an Aid in 1235, as Lord of the Honour of 
Montgomery, pays it by the hand of WUHam, Provost of Mole}^ 
A Feodary of 1240 duly records William de Cantilupe (he was son 
of the last William) as holding Medes under Ralph de Mortimer, 
by one knight's fee.^^ 

On August 27, 1254, King Henry III., being then at Bordeaux, 
grants Free- Warren to Robert de Cantilupe in all his demesnes 
at Brugel (Yorkshire) and Meules (Salop) .^ Robert de Cantilupe, 
be it observed, was a Cadet of his House, and must have hdd what- 
ever he had at Meole under William de Cantilupe (III.), who, at 
the time of the above Grant, had little more than a month to live. 


i> Rot. Liberate, p. 86. 

'' King John seems to have wanted 
Cockeswell back again, in order that he 
might bestow it on Beaulieu Abbey. 

" Bot. Chartarum, p. 147. 

M Fines, Bedfordshire, Vol. I. p. 78.— 
The Chronicler of Dunstaple alludes to 


this Fine with great aocnraey. Under the 
year 1209, he says, ** CompoeoimuB cum 
Willielmo de Cantilupe de terrA de Sceor- 
tegray.** (Heame's Edition, p. 53.) 

» Supra, p. 111. 

Ji . » jvrfa de Netnll, pp. 61, 46. 
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At the Forest Assizes of 1262 the name of John de Braey of 
Mele appeaxs on the list entitled Essonia mortis , a proof that such 
a person was then deceased.^ At the Assizes of August 1267^ Wil- 
liam de Horton was found to have disseized Audulf de Bracy of 6 
acres in Moles. 

An Inquest held at Melesbracjr^ December 13, 1278, on the death 
of Oeorge, fourth and last Baron Cantilupe of Bei^venny, feund 
him to have held half the Manor of Melesbracy under Roger de 
Mortimer for half a knight's fee. There was a fortified dwelling, 
called a tower y there, and other buildings, very poor, but extended 
at 28. per arnium, independently of the tower. Hie demesne-lands 
realized £1. 98. 4d. per annum. The Boscs of Hanleg and Hay- 
wode, though within the Manor, were also within the ForeH. The 
rent of the Lord of Edgebold was 8«., and certain free-tenants within 
the Borough of Salc^, viz. Hugh CoUe, Roger le Paumer, Philip 
Pikenel, Alan fitz Oamel, and Peter Corde paid rents amounting to 
5#. 4\d.^ 

George de Cantilupe's interest in Meole went to his Sister, Mili- 
sent, who at the time of his decease was wife of Eudo la Zouche. 
In Easter Term, 1280,. I find the said Milisent, then a Widow, im^ 
pleading Audulf de Bracy for half a knight's fee in Melesbracy,^ 
that is, as I suppose, for the service due on Bracy's moiety of the 
Manor. A Feodary, taken February 10, 1305, on the death of 
Edmund de Mortimer, found William de la Souche to be holding a 
whole knight^s-fee in Meoles of the deceased.^ 

Of Undertenants here, I may mention Walter de Chapel, who 
in 1261 sues William le Kent for disseizing him of a tenement in 
Mulesbracy. 

Of Newton and Nobold, members of Brace Meole, we have 
occasional mention. In 1249, William de Neutun was Juror on a 
Pulley Inquest; and in 1292, Thomas de Neuton sat on a Pulver- 
batch Inquest. 

THE CHURCH. 

It was during the first twenty years of Henry II.'s reign (1155- 
1174) that (a Rector of Meole Bracy dying) Sir Hugh de Mortimer 
gave the Advowson of the Church to Wigmore Abbey .^ 

The Taxation of 1291 says that the Church of Molebracy (in the 
Deanery of Pontesbury and the Diocese of Hereford) is the Abbot 


•• Amze9y 46 Hen. III., m. 6 dorso, 
« InqtUsiHona, 1 Edw. I., No. 16. 
* Ahbrev. PlacUorum, p. 198. 


37 Inquisitions, 32 Edw. L, No. 68, b. 
» Brist<>ry of Ludlow (Thomas Wright, 
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of Wigmore's^ and is worth (that is, the Rectory) jE12. per anman. 
The Vicar^s portion therein is put down as i£5.^ In 1341, the 
Assessors of the Ninth rightly quote the TcLXcUion of Moely-Bracy^ 
Church as £17. They rated the Parish only at £5. 6». 8^., be- 
cause the glebe, worth £7. Os. %d, per annum, and the tithes of two 
Mills, and of hay, and other small tithes, went to make up the 
Ckarch'Taxationy but were not computable in estimating the wheat, 
wool, and lamb produced in the Parish.^ 

The Vakr of 1534-5 gives the preferment of Robert Sherer, 
Vicar of Milbrace, as £4. 13«. 44. per annum, less 78, 4df. for pro- 
curations and synodals, payable to the Archdeacon of Salop.^^ At 
the same time, among the revenues of Wigmore Abbey, we find the 
tithes receivable from the Yill of Mylbrace valued at £8. 6». M?^ 
The Mimstera' Accounts (five years later) state the dissolved Abbey 
to have had £5. for the tithes of Mylbrace, besides a rent of 3«. 4rf. 
thence arising.^^ 

EASLY INCUMBENTS. 

The last Rector of Meole Brace was probably he who died in 
Henrjr JI/s time. The following Vicars were all presented by the 
Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. — 

Sir Adam de Berecroft, Chaplain, instituted in 1277. 

Adam de Sutton, Chaplain, instituted June 9, 1284. 

Sir Gilbert de Humbr', Priest, instituted Feb. 16, 1301. 

Walter de Bokenhull, Priest, instituted Sept. 6, 1320. 

John de Eynton, instituted Jan. 22, 1321. 

Ralph Braci occurs as Vicar in 7 Edw. III. (1333-4). 

Sir John de Ellesmere, Priest, instituted Aug. 7, 1349. 

Sir William de Emynchope, Vicar, died in 1359-60. 

Sir John Portz, alias Purs, instituted March 2, 1360; re* 
signed 1361-2. 

Thomas Everard, Priest, instituted March 11, 1362.** 

ST. MABrS FEE IN MEOLE. 

Domesday, describing the possessions of the Collegiate Church 
of St. Mary, Shrewsbury, inserts the following. — " The said Church 


» Pope Nick. Taxation, p. 167. 

^ Inqvit. Nonctrum, p. 184. 

3' Valor EccUtiastieut^UL 213,203, 

» Monasticon, VI. p. 856.— 

A Bmall temporal estate in Meole seems 


to have been an early acquisitioii of Wig^ 
more Abbey, ''five shillings rent in 
Moeles" was among its receipts in 1291. 
{Pope Kick, Taxatiomy p. 166.) 
>s Blakewa/s MSS. 
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held (in Saxon times) and now holds one virgate of land in Melam^ — 
the Manor of Ralph de Mortimer. The (annual) value (thereof) 
was and is 4^/'^ It is consistently said^ on another page of 
Domesday, that St. Mary had one virgate out of the hundred hides 
which composed the Hundred of Shrewsbury.^* 

St. Mary's virgate then was situated in, but quite independent 
of^ Mortimer's Manor of Meole. In no Record subsequent to 
Domesday can I trace such a possession of St. Mary's. It is very 
seldom that the means of identifying an ecclesiastical estate are 
thus lost. It is quite supposable that the Church may have sur- 
rendered or exchanged the land; but,. as a general rule, we find 
that the suburban estates which belonged to St. Mary's in the 
eleventh century, are in the Parish of St. Mary's at this day. In 
the present instance, we should expect to find an isolated part 
of St. Mary's Parish in or near Brace Meole. Nothing however 
of the kind exists. Necessarily, therefore, our account of this lost 
estate of St. Mary's is confined to the description given thereof 
in Domesday. 


iWonIt iMtoU and Cwbj f^tolt. 


The two places known in later times by these distinctive names 
formed a Domesday estate of the Bishop of Chester. '^Isdem 
Episcopus habet unum Manerium, — ^Melam. Non est neque fuit 
hospitatus.^ Reddebat xx solidos tempore Regis Edwardi :* modo 
(reddit) xvii solidos et iiii denarios."^ 

We know from Richard I.'s confirmation to Buildwas Abbey, 
that the '' land which was called Meola " formed part of Bishop 
Clinton's endowment of that House. The Bishop had granted it 
*' with the greffegh and with the Burgesses, and with all things per- 
taining to the said land." Hence Monk-Meole, as a possession 
of the Monks of Buildwas, acquired its distinctive name. 

We have seen that the impost called cherchombre, assessable by 


** Domesday, foB. 252, b, 2, k 252, a, 1. 

^ Here we must read hoapitiUum, a 
word equivalent to colonatum. In another 
passage of Domesday a domus hospitata 
is opposed to maneio wuia. The Bishop's 


Manor, in fact, though within the Bo- 
rough, was not occupied by any Burgesses 
or other Free Tenants. Neither does it 
seem to have been geldable. 
s Domesday, fo. 262, a, 2. 
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the Bishops of Chester on the two Hundreds of Reoordine and 
Conodovre^ was in one instance reckoned among the appurtenances 
of Monk Meole and Buildwas. Some other due^ the nature of 
which I cannot determine^ is probably implied by the term gnffegk. 
It does not appear whether the Burgesses who were made over to 
Buildwas by Bishop Clinton were actually resident on the land of 
Meole^ as Richard I/s Confirmation would imply^ or were resident 
within the Walk of Shrewsbury, as Bishop Novanf s Confirmation 
would surest. Sixteen Burgesses of Shrewsbury, not connected 
with Meole, had belonged to the Domesday Bishop of Chester; and 
if we suppose that some of these were occupying the land of Meole 
in the time of Bishop Clinton, his conveyance of both land and 
Burgesses wUl become very intelligible. 

In 1267, a Patent shows the Abbot of Buldewas suing Henry 
Charite for disseizing him of a tenement in Melam. 

In 1291, the Abbot of Buildwas had four carucates of land in 
Mode, worth jE2. 16s. per annum. His live stock there yielded 
an annual profit of j£5. 15^. 3d., and a Mill yielded £1» Total, 
£9. Us. 3rf.» 

The Valor of 1535-6 describes the Buildwas Estate of Crow- 
Meole and Monk Meole as that of Cronyet and Monkemeyt. It 
then realized £18. 6s. Sd. per annum.^ Also, from a place called 
Monkehayles, which I think was part of this estate, a revenue of 
ld«. 4d. was arising. 

In 1536-7, the Ministers' Accounts give the same amount, as 
arising fix)m Monke-meyle and Monke-eye, viz. Ferm of tenants-at- 
will, ISs. 4id., and Ferm of lands and Tenements, £13. 6s. Sd. 


S>itlton. 


This was another of the Bishop of Chester^s Manors, but held 
imder him by his own Collegiate Church of St. Chad, Shrewsbury. 
Domesday describes Shelton as follows. — " The same Bishop holds 
Saltone, and the Church of St. Chad (holds it) of him. Here is a 
hide and half. In demesne there is half an ox-team, and there 
might be two more teams. Here four Villains have one ox- team 

> Pope Nick, Taxation, p. 260. ] * Valor SccMoitiout, UI. 19L 
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and a half. The value of the Manor was (in Saxon times) and is 
12*. {per annum). This land pays geld.'^^ 

This passage is of importance, as showing the ancient connection between the Bishops 
of Chester and the Choroh of St. Chad. Edward III., we are assured, asserted St. 
Chad's Church to have been founded by his SoytU Progenitors^ and a£fected to treat it 
as a Boyal Free Chapel, or Peculiar ;^ but such a staUu was nerer actually established 
for St. Chad's, and, as to its foundation, that was probably the work of some Bishop of 
lichfleld, not long after the era of St. Ceadda himself. There is another passage of 
Dometdd^j bearing upon this question, which, as it has not been cited by the Historians 
of Shrewsbury when treating of this Foundation, I will notice here. — ^The Becord is 
either speakiiig of Peter, Bishop of Chester, who died the year before Domesdcof was 
compiled, or else of a Bishop (Wulsins or Leofvnne) who held the See of Chester (or 
rather Lichfield) in Edward the Confessor's reign, when it states as follows. — 

'* The same Bishop had in the said City (Shrewsbury) sixteen Canons. They paid 
no geld (to the Crown), nor is it known how much rent they paid to the Bishop."^ 

These sixteen Canons, resident in Shrewsbury itself, were clearly, all or most of them, 
Canons of St. Chad's. There is nothing to show that their number or condition was 
altered at the time ^hen DometcUiy wair compiled ; and their being described at any 
time as the Bishop of Chester's Canons precludes all idea of St. Chad's being aBoyal 
Foundation. 

In after-times the Collegiate body of St. Chad's consisted of a Dean and ten Canons; 
and we know from the Registers of Lichfield that the Diocesan Bishop was the Patron 
of erery Stall in the Church. 

There is a circumstance showing to this day the connection which existed between 
the Bishops of Lichfield and St. Chad's College, and showing moreover how very an- 
cient that connection was, for it would seem to have existed before our parochial boun- 
daries were settled, and in some measure to have determined them. 

At the time of Domesday it is certain that the following scattered localities were 
possessions of St. Chad's College, viz. Little Bossal, Bicton, part of Onslow, Little 
Eaton, Broughton, and Yorton. All of these are in the modem parish of St. Chad, 
except the three last, and even those three have perhaps been in the said parish at a 
period since Domesday. This proves only the antiquity of St. Chad's Church, viz. 
that it existed when the parochial boundaries of the district were first determined. 

But we also know that Shelton (or a great part thereof), Betton and Alkmere, 
Monk Meole and Crowmeole, and lastly Longner, — all belonged to the Bishop of 
Cheeter^s Domesday Fief ; and these again, scattered as they were, are in the modem 
pariah of St. Chad. Thus we are assured not merely of the antiquity of St. Chad's 
College, but of the antiquity of its connection with the See of Lichfield. 

This digression^ which relates rather to St. Chad^s Church than 
to its estate at Shelton^ should now give way to some account of the 
latter Manor. Unfortunately no materials for such an account are 
likely to be in existence. The ancient muniments of St. Chad's 
College are utterly lost. No portion of them is incorporated in the 
Diocesan Registers.^ Other Records are little likely to treat of an 
estate held under an Episcopal See^ by a Collegiate body. Shelton 


1 Domesday, fo. 252, a, 2. 

3 Hist, of Shrewsbury, II. 185, 186. 

> Domesday, fo. 252, a, 2. 


^ In Bishop Langton's Begister (fo. 4-) 
there is a certificate dated April 7th, 1299, 
and stating that the Bishop had received. 
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too was within the Liberties of Shrewsbury^ a circumstance which 
of itself would tend to efface many particulars of its manorial history. 
A series of unknown changes can only be argued from their results : 
viz. that^ at the Dissolution of St. Chad's College^ the Bishops of 
Lichfield had lost every vestige of their title to the Seigneury of 
Shelton^ and the Chapter of St. Chad's, neither retained an acre of 
land there, nor received more than one small rent therefrom. 

The said Dissolution took place, I should observe, under the Act of 
1 Edward VI. (1547). One of the qected Canons (William Mar- 
shall) had the title of Prebendary of Shelton, apparently because 
part of his standing income of 5^. 6d. arose from a messuage in 
Shelton. He had also a portion of the corn and hay-tithes of Shel- 
ton, but the bulk of the said tithes was shared between four other 
Prebendaries.* 

Of Undertenants in Shelton I have a few early notices, but 
quite inconclusive as to the mode of their tenure. 

In the Pipe-Eoll of 1176 the Chattels of Robert de Schelton, 
value 12rf., and of Tosti de Chelton, value 7s,, are accounted for by 
the Sheriff, those persons having perished by the Ordeal of Water, 
under the Statutes of Northampton.^ 

At the Assizes of 1221, Stephen de Shelfton, as heir of his father, 
Peter de Shelfton, sued Adam de Kemton for a virgate in Shelfton, 
but the Defendant took a technical objection to the process [mort 
d'ancestre), showing that, since Peter's death, Alan, eldest son of 
Peter had been seized of the premises. This the Plaintiff acknow- 
ledged ; but here the Bailiffs of Shrewsbury interposed, stating that 
they had a Charter of King John enacting that no assize of mort 
d'ancestre, concerning any tenement within the Borough or Hundred 
of Shrewsbury, could be taken or held. So the Plaintiff was in 
misericordidJ 

At the Assizes of 1267, John Williams (Johannes Willielmi), of 
Schelton, failed in a charge of novel disseizin against Petronilla 
Neles, concerning a messuage and half- virgate in Schelton.® 

At the Assizes of 1272, Alice, widow of Thomas Boyrey, sued 


by the hands of William de Eston, his 
Clerk, from John de Ghiddeedene, seven 
merks " de custodi^ terrse de Selton ; " — 
also that the Bishop had previously re- 
ceived twenty shillings **de eadem cus- 
todi4," for which no acquittanoe had 
hitherto been given. 

If Shelton were the place here con- 


cerned, I know of nothing in the history 
of St. Chad's Church to account for that 
prebendal estate being in Bishop Lang- 
ton's custody. 

« Sist. of Shrewsbury, XI. 203, 204, 

« Vide supra, Vol. III. p. 87. 

7 Aasizety 6 Hen. III., m. 4. 

^ Atgizes, 51 Hen. III., m. 4 dorso. 
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Hugh^ son of Ralph de Staflford, Philip de Mungomery, and Sibil 
his wife, for a third part of a messuage in St. Mary's Parish, Shrews- 
bury ; also sued Geofl&rey Snech for a third part of 9 acres in Shul- 
ton and Cotes. Hugh de Staflford called Geoffi^y Snetch and Mabel 
his wife to warranty, and produced a Charter, whereby Thomas 
Borrey, Mabel's Father, had granted to the said Hugh whatever 
of the premises was held by him. Geofirey Snetch and Mabel 
his wife pleaded that they had nothing of Thomas Borrey's inheri- 
tance. The matter ended in Hugh de StaflTord's giving up her 
dower to Alice.' 


button* 


The Church of St. Milburg is registered in Domesday as holding 
a Manor in Sciropesberie Hundred. — "The said Church held (in 
Saxon times) and (still) holds Sudtone. Here is one hide. What 
with Freemen and Villains, there are eight men here, with four ox- 
teams. The old value of the Manor was 12«. (per annum). Now 
it is worth 16«."^ 

Sutton was obviously so called as standing nearly south of Shrews- 
bury. The first transaction after Domesday in which Sutton is 
mentioned, rather concerns the Monks of Shrewsbury than the 
Monks of St. Milburg, unless indeed it was an aggression on the 
rights of the latter. Between the years 1141 and 1155, '^ Ivo Pan- 
tulf gave to Shrewsbury Abbey the site of a Mill, under Sudton, on 
either side of the water ;" and this grant was confirmed by Henry 
II. in 1155.2 

It is probable that all the Baronial Houses of Shropshire, as well 
as all the Religious Houses, either possessed, or made it an object 
to acquire, some tenement in the County-town. Thus the Barons 
of Wem will have had an estate in the fields of the Borough, lying 
south of Coleham, and extending up to or beyond the Meole Brook 
in the direction of Sutton. Hence Ivo PantulPs grant to Shrews- 
bury Abbey.* 

Hugh Pantulf renewed his Father's grant in a distinct Charter, 

' iToPantulTs interest in Ghreat Norton 


' AmzeSf 56 Hen. III., m. 15. 
^ DomescUnf, fo. 252, b, 2. 
3 Salop Ohartularj, No. 86. 


cannot have empowered him to make this 
grant, as that Manor did not approach 
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which bears all the appearance of an original grants but must not be 
so accounted. In this Charter^ which must have passed early in 
the 13th century^ Hugh Pantulf makes mention of his wife Chris- 
tiaua. The Deed is witnessed by Robert Corbet and Ms son Robert, 
by Ivo Pantulf (probably a son of Hugh), by Master Stephen de 
Francheton and Stephen de Hocley> 

On August 3, 1234, Henry, Abbot of Shrewsbury, and Humbert, 
Prior of Wenlock, came to an agreement about several matters of 
dispute, but chiefly about the MiU under Sutton, and five acres in 
the field of Coleham, of which the Abbey of Shrewsbury was in posses- 
sion. The Wenlock Monks complained of the site and disposition of 
the mill-stank, and the waste caused by inundation. The Shrewsbury 
Monks alleged similar wastes against the Wenlock Monks, in the 
direction of Chongqde-Mulne. Again, the Wenlock Monks said 
that the Shrewsbury Monks made waste in the bosc of Mount Gil- 
bert, which was common to both Monasteries. It was agreed that 
the site of the said Mill, the said five acres of land, the attachia^ 
menta of the mill-stank, the trench towards Chongede-Mulne, the 
island lying between the said trench and the bank of Meole-brook, 
together with the ancient watercourse, should remain to Shrews- 
bury Abbey for ever ; but the said Abbey was to make good all 
damages occasioned by the water, banks, or stank, to the lands of 
the Priory. Also the Prior gave up to the Abbot his (the Prior's) 
share of the Bosc of Mount Gilbert, concerning which a Cyrograph 
or agreement had previously been made between the two Houses in 
the Curia of King Richard I. In return for all this, the Abbot 
conceded to the Prior ten acres of the Abbotts demesne in the field 
of the Foriete (the Abbey Foregate), viz. such ten acres as were 
nearest to the Prior's demesne of Suttune. Witnesses, Sir John le 
Strange and " Robert de Haye, then Sherifi* of Salop and Stafford." ^ 

I much doubt whether the ten acres above-named were ever con- 
veyed to Wenlock Priory. A second agreement, dated May 10, 
1240, would imply that the Prior accepted another equivalent. By 
this Deed the Prior of Wenlock concedes to Shrewsbury Abbey the 
Mill of Sutton with the Island in which it was situated, and the 
trenches there made, at an annual rent of 8 merks. Witnesses, 
John Archdeacon of Salop, Nicholas de Withebroc, WUliam de 
Poyswik.* 


either of the two Mills, which are conti- 
guouB to Sutton. The same may be said 
of any possible interest possessed by Ivo 


Pantulf in Bayston. 

* Salop Chartulary, No. 297. 

^ • ^ Ibidem, Nos. 389, 387. I do not 
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The Wenlopk Hundred-Roll of 1255 notices Sutton prope Salop 
as a Manor of the Prior^ and specifies its contents as one hideJ 
This Record says nothing of Sutton having been actually attached 
(like St. Milburg's Manors in general) to the Liberty of Wenlock 
though it is enumerated under that Franchise. The fact is^ I sup- 
pose^ that Sutton was for all ordinary purposes extra-hundredal and 
extra-parochial j but its distance from Wenlock, or its situation 
within the Liberties of Shrewsbury, seems to have made it an ex- 
ception to the ordinary rule ; for I have found no indication of the 
Tenants of Sutton having owed any suit to Wenlock Hundred- 
Court. 

The Taxation of 1291 values the Prior of Wenlock^s Temporali- 
ties in Sutton at £2. 10«. Sd. per annuvfiy viz. : from 3 carucates of 
land, £1.; from two acres of meadow, 49. ; from assized rents and a 
Mill, £1. ; and from tallage, 6*. M? 

A Valuation of the possessions of Wenlock Priory, taken in 1379, 
estimates the receipts fix)m Sutton at &\. 11^., viz. a messuage, 
value— nothing, besides the expenses thereof; 2 carucates of land, 
yielding 10«. ; an acre of meadow, 1«. ; a water-mill, 13^. ^, ; as- 
sized rents of free tenants, 6«. %d^ 

The Valor of 1535-6 gives the Prior of Wenlock as in receipt of 
£11. Is, for the rents and ferms of Sutton.^^ In the Ministers^ 
Accounts of 1541-2 the Ferm of the Manor of Sutton-juxta-Salop 
is put at £7. 13s. 4^., and the ferm of a water-mill there at £2.^^ 


THE OHUECH. 

■ The Taxation of 1291 places the Chapel of Sutton in the Deanery 
of Pontesbury and Diocese of Hereford. It was of less than £4. 
annual value.^^ 

At Bishop Charlton^s Visitation of 1381 the Prior of Wenlock 
was confirmed in the receipt of a pension from the Church of Sutton^ 
juxta-Salop, but the amount is not stated.^^ I gather from a Roll 
of later date (1516), that it was payable to an Officer styled the 


find any proof that thiB rent of £5. 6f . Sd, 
was ever paid by Shrewsbury Abbey. In 
the sixteenth century the Abbot paid the 
Prior a pension of 6tf. Sd., which belonged 
to the Sacristan of Wenlock (B^ter at 
WiUey, fo. 30, b) ; but what this pension 
was for, I cannot say. 


7 i2o^ Hundred, II. 85. 

^ Pope Mch. Taxation, p. 164. 

• Monaetioon, V. p. 78. 

10 Valor Ecclesiasliciu, HI. p. 215. 

11 Monaeticon, Y. p. 81. 

o Pope Nich. TaxaHon, p. 167. 
^ Patent, 22 Bdw. III., p. 3, m. 34. 
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Cominurius of the Priory, and that it, or 10*. in lieu thereof, was 
so paid by the then Prior.^* 

In 1841 a Taxation of £4. being quoted as that of Sutton 
Church, the Assessors of the Ninth rated the Parish at 6*. Sd, only. 
The Prior of Wenlock, whose temporalities were exempted from the 
current levy, had two carucates of land at Sutton, on which he paid 
no tithes. There were no sheep in the Parish. The tithes of hay 
and of two Mills were £1. 3s. Ad.-, the small tithes, oblata, and 
glebe-land were worth 13*. 4^. per annum; and all these items, 
though they had formed a part of the Church^Taxation^ were not 
computable in assessing the Ninth}^ In 1379 the Church of Sutton' 
juxta-Salop, of £4. annual value, is stated to belong to the Prior of 
Wenlock^s presentation.^** In 1534-5, £&. of the tithes of Sutton 
were, as we have seen, annexed to the Vicarage of Wenlock.^^ The 
Chapel itself was probably disused, or served only by some Chaplain, 
removable at the will of the Prior of Wenlock. The Fator does 
not mention it. 


BABLY INCUMBENTS. 

John de Hodenet, Priest, instituted February 19, 1276, at pre- 
sentation of Brother John, Sub-prior of Wenlock, and Brother 
Roger dc Parva Hereford, — Proctors of John, Prior of Wenlock. 
On March 12, 1312, this Church is commended to William de 
Penebrigg, Priest, saving the right of — 

Hugh de la Barewe, already presented thereto ; but on Jan. 
11, 1316, and in 1319, 1321, and 1322 several Episcopal licenses of 
non-residence {studendi gratid) are in favour of — 

William de Barewe, Incumbent of Sutton. 

John Alghinton was presented to this Church by a Patent of 
June 8, 1349, Edward III. having the patronage, because Wenlock 
Priory was in manu Regis, by reason of the war with France.^^ A 
second Patent of July 8 following presents — 

Henry de Werleye, Chaplain, to this Church.^' 

Roger de Luttbley, Clerk, was instituted November 10, 1349, 
on a similar presentation. 

Roger de Aston resigning this Living on November 29, 1362 — 

William Martyn, Clerk, was instituted, at the presentation of 
the Prior and Convent of Wenlock. 


M Efigister at Willey, fo. 81, b. 
*^ 7m^«». i^cmomm, p. 185. 
*« Momuticon, V. p. 78. 


^7 Supra, Vol nr. p. 270. 

w Patent, 28 Bdw. III., p. 1, m. 4. 

»» Patent, 28 Edw. III., p. 2, m. 24. 
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Richard Astoun^ Chaplaiii^ instituted December 5^ 1381^ was 
confirmed herein by Richard II. on July 17, 1392. On September 
1, 1394, the Bishop of Hereford issues a commission to inquire as 
to the presentation of — 

Sir John Fekenham to this Living, the King having presented 
him as having Wenlock Priory in his hand. On December 21, 
1396— 

Sir John Wythyngton was instituted at the King's presenta- 
tion. On July 3, 1431, the Prior and Convent of Wenlock having 
presented — 

Sir John Calowton to Sutton, a Commission issued, to ascer- 
tain whether his tenure of this Living would be compatible with his 
holding the Rectory of Cleobury North. 

Sir Thomas Butler, Sacerdos, was instituted October 20, 1520, 
on the presentation of the Prior and Convent of Wenlock. 


&t Sultan'^; iEanor. 


Under the Title, Quod tenet Sancta Juliana^ Domesday says that 
^^ the Church of St. Juliana holds half a hide, and has thereon one 
ox-team ; and two Burgesses, labouring on this land, pay Zs, rent 
(to the Church). The Manor was worth 8^. (in Saxon times), and 
still maintained the same (annual) value.'^^ Another page of the 
Record shows us that St. Julianas half-hide was part of the hundred 
hides which constituted the Liberties of Shrewsbury. St. Julianas 
Church was a Royal Free Chapel, and its history is inextricably 
involved with that of St. Michael's Church. For an account of all 
that is known of both Foundations I refer elsewhere.^ That account 
does not give us a single instance of the Incumbents of St. Julian's 
having been so concerned with any lands in or near Shrewsbury, as to 
indicate that they retained their Domesday estate. Tithes they had, 
and a Parish ; but they retained no Fee, or territory. It is obvious, 
however, that the Domesday estate of St. Julian's will have been a 
part of its present Parish. Now that Parish involves part of the 
Castle Foregate, the whole of the Wyle Cop, and nearly the whole 
of Coleham, — all within the Town. In the Country it extends to 

^ Domesday i fos. 253, a, 1, and 252, a. 1. | - Hist, of Shrewsbury y II. pp. 415-430. 
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part of Pulley ou the South, to parts of Shelton and Oxon on the 
West, and to Coton Hill, Green-fields, and the Old Heath, on the 
North. It is probable that the Domesday half-hide of St. Julian's 
lay in the last direction; but I forbear to attempt any further 
account of an estate which I cannot with any certainty identify. 


^t. ^lltmunti'ie^ iHlatuir. 


Under the Title, Quod tenet Sanctus Almundus, Domesday says 
as follows. — " The Church of St. Almund holds in Sciropesberie xxi 
Burgesses besides the twelve Houses of its Canons. These Bur- 
gesses pay rents of 8«. 9>d. The same Church has two of the hun- 
dred hides which are computed in the geld of the City. These two 
hides are held by two Canons, who have thereon one ox-team and 
a half, and (who have) four Villains possessing two ox-teams and a 
half. The (annual) value (of this estate) is IS^.^'^ 

The Burgages, or Town property, of St. Alkmund's, lay un- 
doubtedly in the Castle Ward and Castle Foregate. The suburban 
estate of two hides probably comprehended a part of Coton Hill, 
but was mainly identical with Hencot. It is of Hencot alone 
that I propose to speak, because its history as a distinct Manor or 
estate is not obliterated. Like all the possessions of St. Alkmund's, 
Hencot passed in the Reign of Stephen to Lilleshall Abbey. Of 
the foundation of Lilleshall, on the basis of St. Alkmund's, I shall 
speak fully elsewhere. My present subject is a matter of detaO. 

Hencot, though within the Liberties of Shrewsbury, was not 
exempt from the Jurisdiction of the Forest of the Wrekin. We have 
an early proof of this in the Forest-Roll of 1180, where ''the Miller 
of Hennecote '^ stands assessed \s, for an imbladement of 2 acres of 
oats. The Lilleshall Chartulary preserves some of those early 
Fines which are invaluable as being lost fix)m the proper reposi- 
tory. On Wednesday, February 8, 1189, Ralph de Ardem, Maurice 
de Berkele, William Fitz Alan, Thomas Noel, Hugh Pantulf, 
Master Robert of Salop, Robert de Haselee, and Nicholas Britton, 
were sitting as Justiciars of King Henry II. at Salop. A Fine was 
then levied between Stephen de Pimbelg (Pimley) and the Abbot of 

^ Dome9d€Ufy fo. 263, a, 1. 
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lalleshuU concerning a Bosc in Hennechot and Fimbelg^ whereof 
there had been a suit of novel disseizin. It was agreed that " the 
bosc should remain (the easements therein being common to both 
parties) under view of the Foresters ; but neither party was to sell 
or give anything therein. If any waste should be made^ each 
party was bound to repair it. The boundaries of the Bosc were to 
be firom Scotebrug^ through Sumergeld^ to Holeford ; thence^ past 
certain oak-trees^ previously marked^ to Deorefald^ and so to Cho- 
liers-wai^ and back to Scotbrugg. And the Bosc contained within 
these limits was the Bosc concerning which there was dispute 
{clamium) between the Abbot and Stephen."^ 

King John's general Charter of Confirmation to Lilleshall Abbey 
bears date at the Castle of Boche-Andely^ August 31^ 1199. Like 
other Koyal Charters^ which it is needless to enumerate here^ it makes 
mention of Hennecote as one of the estates of St. Alkmund's Churchy 
which now belonged to the Abbey.* 

In Michalmas Term 1200^ a Suit was pending at Westminster^ as 
to a right of common between Shrewsbury and Hefvecot, claimed 
by the Burgesses of Shrewsbury. The Defendant is not named^ but 
was probably the Abbot of Lilleshall. It was ordered that twelve 
Knights should be empanelled to make recognition of the case^ be- 
fore the Justices next in Eyre.* 

At the Assizes of 1203^ the Jurors of Pimhill Hundred reported a 
case where William^ Provost of Hencot^ had seized and beaten some 
Officer in dischai^e of his duty^ and further detained the said Officer^ 
till he was liberated by the SheriflPs Clerk. The Provost appeared^ 
and denied the imputed felony ; but his further defence is illegible.^ 
On Wednesday, November 5, 1208, Ralph de Ardem, William 
de Albeny, Robert de Berkelay, Humphrey Archdeacon of Sarum, 
John de Grestling, Henry de Pont-Audemer, Richard de Mucegros, 
and William fitz Richard, Justices of King John, were sitting at 
Shrewsbury. By a Fine then levied, Roger fitz William (Plaintiff 
in a Suit of mort d'ancestre) quii-claimed to Ralph, Abbot of Lilies- 
hull (Tenant), a virgate in Ennecote. He also quit-claimed a bovate 
in the same mil, which he had held under the Abbot. In return 
the Abbot paid him eleven merks.^ 

At the Assizes of 1221, Robert White {AUms) withdrew the suit 


2 LiUeshaU Chartularj, fo. 82. 

3 Cart. AnHq. EE. 16. 

^ PlacUa, Mich. Tm. 2 John, m. 1. 
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^ JjsizeSf 6 John, m. 2 dorso. 
^ Pedes Fimum and Lilleehall Char- 
tulary, fo. 81. 
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